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SUBJECTS OF DISCUSSION, 



I. 



DO THE SCRIPTITRSS TEACH THAT THE COMING OF eHRIST TO 
JUSaB THE WORLD IS FUTURE? 

Mr. Franklin afSrms and Mr. Manford denie*. 



* • ' II, 

• • •■ . > 

DQ TH^ 8CRIFTURSS- TEACH THE FINAL HOLIlfB«S AND HAFFI- 
OF ALL MANKIND ? 

Iil|r. Manford a^ms and Mr. Franklin denies. 
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BO THE SCRIPTURES TEACH THAT THOSE WHO DIE IN DI80- 

s 

BEDIBNck TO THE GOSFEL WILL SUFFER ENDLESS PUNISHMENT ? 

Mr. Franklin affirms and Mr. Manferd denies. 
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THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION. 






PROPOSITION 4. , 

Ub THE SCRIPTURES TEACH THAT TH£ COMING c!^ CHEIST* TO 

JUiJgE THB world is FtTUBEl 

• • • 

MR. FRAiVKLIN'S FIRST SPEECH. 

Mm. Chairman: ^ 

I appear before you oti this interesting occasion^ in the 

defense of posiiiens which have had the migl^ii^st influence 

on ihe world of any propositions, ever defen&d by mortal 

man. -^11 philosophers' and nlen of comnmnding tninds of 

almost nil classes, have b6en sensible' of the fact, that ni«|:k^ 

is gr^^ly undec the inHuence of his hopes and fears; hibv^ 

the Christian's hope is spoken 'of as *.* an anchor to the foul^ 

entering to th^ within the veil and is. sure,'* while it is most 

constantly asserted in the Bible, that *^ the fear of the Lord i«^ 

the beginning of ^wisdom, "and *^tbat in every n^ition he that 

feareth him, and'*iR»)rketh rigkteousnoss is acGepte(| of him." 

He also places l)efore juan the infalbbVe promises of a.faith- 

jful Creator, inspires in hira the only true hopevitnd, in the 

'^$!^fatie way, he who places before man that whidhlif tetAy the 

^yliSrrors of the Lorc^ excites in hiia^ that fear wi^icH. is 4)9^ b^^- 

"^^^pDiAg of wisdom. " ,-:>*/ 
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2 ; tHBOLOGICAt DISCISSION. 

We come not here to-day to enquire what the will ef n 
is, nor to, enquire what kind of a penalty to* fix to a law 
human contrivance ; but we have assembled to enquire, I 
•rational beings, *what are the nature and character of t 
penalty which the self-existent and unoriginated Jehovah i 
be pleased to inflict on those who disobey bis righteous li 
and despise the blood of the everlasting covenant. We co 
XK)t here to enquire what will be popular ann^kig men, 01 
enquire into the variotte yorldly policies of- our titnes ; 
to examine the rervetatioa of the Lord Jesus relative to 
condition of man after death. 

Our propositions ajre such as all men are deeply interes 
in, and such as will cause every man to take his stand,^it 
on the one hand or ^e other. AH our propositions bear 
on one great question, viz : ■ Can man do anything in \ 
life that will effect his condition in any way ufter death 
The gentleman who is my opponent on this occasion, d 
iiot believe he can, while I most solemnly .believe tbatmq 
happiness in the^orld to come, will depend upon his con<3 
in this life. While it Will be his settled purpose, to maim 
the doctripcj that disobedience to the gospel of Jesus Ch 
in this life, can do him do good in that world, it will be 
settled purpose to show th^t our eternal weal or wo depe 
on our conduct in this Itfe^i . 

I am aware that in taking this position, the atheist 1 
stand just as much opposed 4o me. 11s the gentleman wh< 
my opponent at present. Indeed, it is his grand objectioti 
the gospel of Christ, that it holds out a retributive state a 
death. - • * 

The deitM; also stands directly op|>osed to me ; for, althoi 
he admits that there may be rewards and punishnrtents a 
death, he does not admit that an3f person will be punisl 
for disobeying the gospel of Jesus Christ in this life, or t 
any man will be made happy in the world to cor»e, for ob 
ing the gospel in this life^ From both these parties I an; 
have no sympathies on the present occasion. This mucli 
a disadvantage undoubtedly I will labor under in the prea 
controversy. 

That the views we entertain on the subject we are to < 
cuss, in the presence of this people, will have a great in 
ence on our actions in this life, I do not supposeany p^son \ 
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deny. My opponent will readily admit that faflr would act 
very differently fronj what he is about to act on this occasion, 
if he entertained the same views with myself, relative to the 
conneclion of our actions in this life, with our interests in 
the eternal state. And, while I have no right to impeach his 
motives, I cannot help believing, that he receives the impulse 
to go forward in this discaission, from very different consid- 
erations from- those which prompted me to. engage in the con- 
»i flict. If I can tell anything of the considerations which have 
actuated me, in entering Into the present diafcussion, I mast 
be permitted to say, that I most aplemnly believe my posi- 
tions to be true, and that the positiooa^of mj^oppouent are. 
Dot only untrue, hut detrimental to tbenftcrals of the coun- 
try, the safety and happiness of man, in. his relations to his 
fe^aily, the citizens of the community at large, and the civil 
government under which he lives, as well as his happiness in 
the world to come. Indeed, if it be adrnitted that man is a 
. rational being at all, and that motives have anything to do in 
shaping his character, it cannot be denied that the decisions 
^Q are about to make on the great questions at* issue between 
us, will have a eighty influence on our jactions. 

Feeling jsensible of the great effect this question is to have 
on the world, and beHeving, as I surely do, that the direct 
tendfency ^of the doctrine which I shall oppose on this occa- 
sion, is pernicious and corrupting, I engage in the work of 
^'scussion, under the fullest conviction that I staad in de- 
^ftse of righteousnes, the happiness of man in this life and 
^"© one which is to cortie. What Mr. Manford's jnoiives 
'"^y be in defending^ his positions on this occasion, t have 
°^ ^ght or disposition to prognosticate i but what^the. legiti- 
^^te tendency of his doctrine is, I ,have a right to show, as 
far as I may prove able. [Here Mr. Manford said, h& woulfj 
"Ke to know what aTT t^iat had to do with the proposition before 
"®0 I wish to make a few introductory remarlcs, and of 
course Mr. M. is entitled to the same privilege. 

-^« it respects my opponent, I only have to say, that I do 
^^^ know that I could better rriyself, had I been given choice 
of all the preachers and editors west of the mountains be- 
loagijjg to his entire party. I could not perhaps havo found 
one man whoy3n I ought to prefer to him. He has been so 
trequently engaged in conflicts of this kind, \\ve.\Vve,WQ^Q\^\, 
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has stakes set down at most pf the qmck-sands and quag- 
mires into which he has previously fallen, so that he maf 
avoid then> at present. In one word I m^y say, fie is 
looked to hy the party in this. country, as the pillar and sup- 
port of Universalisro. I know of no other man among them 
in the West, of any considerable note, who will venture for- 
ward in a public discussion. Indeed I did not suppose that 
he would till of late. . So little desire have the entire party 
had for debate, that I have had' a challenge standing in print 
more than two years, which reads as follows : 

" A CHALLENGE. 

" Atany suitable time and place, we will undertake to prove 
that the Universalfets differ from, the bible in the following 
particulars : They believe m a diffejrent God — a different 
Devil — a different Hell^ — a different Heaven — a different Sa- 
vior — a different Salvation — a different Sinner-^^ different 
Saints— a differen Sin-^a different Righteousness — a diflerent 
-Gospel — ^a different Judgment — a different second coming of 
Christ and a" different Resurrection of the Dead ! " Ref. 
Vol. 3; p. 141. 

Mr. M., however, is in the field and we are happy to be 
with him. » . 

In entering into battle as we now are, it is not unusual to • 
reflect upon the consequences that might follow should I be 
defeated. What then would be my fate, if I should utterly 
fail, and it should happen to be proved that Mr. M. is right- 
that he is a true minister of Jesus Christ? And suppose I 
persist in op|)osing his doctrine all my life, and find in the 
end that it is true ; what will be the consequences ? Nothing, 
only that I shall be made holy and happy in heaven. As for 
all the hell I feel in conscience, or find in any other way in 
this life, for opposing the Gospel of Universalism, its hotesi 
seorchings are quite a source of happiness to me, and eveo^ 
induces me to feel the most undoubted certainty that I am. 
doing right. I am. therefore, in no danger let the matte '^ 
turn out as it may. 

Before I shall proceed directly to the proposition first *-* 
be introduced, I wish to apprise the aUdience of gome strani 
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positions which I expect to see rny opponent occupy before 
the discussion closes. I expect to see him forced Tirtually 
to deny the resurrection of the dead. If he'does not deny 
that eternal life belongs to the future state, I shall be greatly 
disappointed. I shall be nruch mistaken if he does not at- 
tempt to bring heaven into this world. You may also ex- 
pec{ him to make immortality something to be'enjoyed in 
this life. You need not be surprised if he should contend 
that the soul is the life or the breath. I expect toisee him ia 
many other^ingular predicaments which I cannot enumerate 
now, and that I shall place ^before him soidpe passages of 
scripture which it will be hard to get him to acknowledge 
true. Of all th^se matters, however, you must judge when 
you have heard us. 

Without further ceremony I'shall proceed to read our first 
proposition. It reads as follows: 

I)o the Scriptures teach that the coming of ^Christ to judge 
the world is future ? 

Our proposition is very clear ,and unambiguous. It mat- 
ters not to us how many comings of Christ may have taken 
place ; nor is it material how many judgments may have 
taken place ; for joining issue as we do, on this proposition, 
we both tacidy concede, ihat the scriptures speak emphati 
cally of the coming of Qhrist to judge the world ; and conseQ 
quently, the question between us is not, whether the scrip- 
tures speak of the coming of. Christ to judge the world, but 
whether that event \s future, 1 say that event is future — Mr. 
M. says if t^'no^. Here lies the question. 

You will readily see from this, that if my friend on this 
occasion should find some passages which speak of a com- 
ing of Christ which is past, it will by no means settle- 
the question ; for there might be a coming of Christ past, 
and the coming to judge the world future. In the the same 
vay, he may refer to some judgments which are past, spoken 
of in the scriptures ; but this by i?o rkeans proves that there 
is no "judgment to come." The whole argument will be 
W'orth nothing to him, unless it shall be made appear that 
there is no coming to judge the world future. ^ < 

Jf then I shall present one passage that puts the coming.^f ', 
Christ to judge- the world future, 1 shall have gained tftif* 
question; for if forty other passages can be found %^ti!^\t\4 
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of Other comings of Christ and other judgments, they would 
not in the least militate against my proof text. If iny friend 
will remember ihi^yh will save him the trouble of quoting 
the words, ** Yd shall not have gone over the cities of Israel 
till the Son of man be come" — " There be some standing 
here that shall not taste of death till they see the Son of man 
coming in his kingdom " — " The Lord judgeih in the earth," 
&c. &c. This being the case, we shall avoid, I hope, much 
pointless verbiage which is usually dragged into controver- 
sies of this kind. 

Without detaining you more lengthily, in defining oiir 
proposition, I shall proceed to sustain my affimative proposi- 
tion from the infallible oracle of God. In doing this I shall 
.make my first appeal to the language of the apostle Peter, 
wjiich reads as follows : 

" There shall, come in the last days, scoffers walking after 
their own lusts, and saying, Where is the promise of his 
coming ? for since the fathers fell asleep, all things continue 
as they were from the beginning of the creation. For this 
they willingly are ignorant of, that by the word of God. the 
heavens were of old, and the earth standing out of the water 
and in the water : whereby the world that then was, being over- 
flowed with water perished ; but the heavens and the earth 
which are now, by the same word are kept in store, reserved 
unto fire against the day of judgmen; and perdition of ungod- 
ly men. 2 Pet. 3: 3-7. 

This passage seems to have been written for this special 
occasion, and could not have been worded much more suita- 
ble to my purpose, had the apostle written it for my special 
advantage. The apostle in the first place offered a rebuke 
to the scoffers of the last days, who, being willingly ignorant, 
enquire, ." Where is the promise of his coming ? " My op- 
ponent on this occasion has the honor to continue this enqui- 
ry, and is now anxiously waiting forme to show him a prom- 
ise of the coming of Christ to judge the world. This I hope 
to be able to do to his fullest satisfaction. He cannot escape 
from the passage under consideration,. by saying it refers to 
any other coming of Christ than the coming to judge the 
world. Nor can he say that the judgment spoken of in this 
passage, was any judgment and perdition of ungodly men 
which occured daily, as that upon which he displays his ora- 
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torical powers before the people sometimes, for in this case 
there is no reserving unto the day of judgment. Nor can it 
piean the hell of conscience, for its hottest scorchings are 
immediately after the commission of the crime. . 

The coming of Christ, the day of judgment and perdition 
of ungodly men here spoken ofi were in the future, and 
some considerable time in the future when the apostle wrote, 
as is evident from several considerations. This letter was 
written in the year 64 of the Christian era, and six years be- 
fore the destruction of Jerusalem. The last days of the 
Jewish dispensation had gone by some 33 years, as most 
men calculate ; and therefore the apostle did not mean, there 
shall come scoffers in the days of the Jewish polity, for its 
last days were gone. But my friend may say as some have 
said, that the Jewish polity lasted till the destruction of Je- 
rusalem. This will not at all suit the language, for he speaks 
of it as an event farther ofi! than six years. , 

What goes to show that Peter could not have refefrred to 
any coming of Christ soon enough to be included in the last 
days of the Jewish poUt5f, or any other days between that 
lime and the present, is the fact, that it would contradict a plain 
statement which he made on another occasion, and a very 
clear and unequivocal statement of Paul. Speaking of the 
second coming of Christ, Peter said, "and- he shall send Je- 
sus Christ, which before was preached unto you ; whom the 
heaven must receive until the times of restitution of all things, 
which God hath spoken by jhe mouth of all his holy proph- 
ets since the world b^an." ..Acts 3 ; 20, 21. Now I would 
ask the gentleman, who is. my opponent, if this restitution of 
all things is not future 1 fte is bound to answer this in the 
affirmative, for I have no doubt it is one of his "one hun- 
dred and fifty reasons for "Relieving in universal salvation." 
Well, then, I would ask him, if the apostle told the truth, 
when he said, " whom the heaven must receive until the times 
of restitutio of all tMn§s ? " If the gentleman relies up- 
on these words as true, he cannot tell of any coming of 
Christ between the lime when Peter uttered these words and 
the restitution of all things, for he says, "the heaven must 
receive Jesus until the times of restitution of allthi i 

I must however call your attention to the langiik^^^f^ul 
touching this point. Speaking of the coming oi t>l§wi jT** 
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apostle says, that the Thessalonians should not be ^ 
shaken in mind, or be troubled, neither by spirit, nor by lei 
as from us, as that the day of Christ is at hand. Let! 
man deceieve you by any means, for that day shall not coi 
except there come a falling away fitst/' 2 Thes. 2 : 2, 
This epistle also was written about six years before the di 
struction of Jerusalem, and therefore, if any coming 
Christ had been expected by the apostle, when that erei 
took place, it would have been no deception to have preacfa-^'j 
ed that the day of Christ was at hand. Had a Univeoudift 
been there, he wotild have contended, as my opponent is ] 
about to do, that the day of Christ was at hand. I think 1 
am justified in saying this, for even at this day, with tht 
printed language of Paul before him, forbiding it, he now 
stands ready to contend that the day of Christ was at .hand. 
Paul however commands us, not to let him " deceive nis by 
any means, for," he says, '< that day shall not came except the 
apostacy come firsts Now unless my friend can prove that 
what Paul positively declared <* sfiall not come,^^ did conu, 
he can find no coming of Christ at the destruction of Jeru- 
salum. 

I maintain then, that as ther^ was no coming of Christ be« 
tween the time when Peter uttered the words, " There shall 
come in the last days scoffers," &c. , and the coming of the 
apostacy, and the restitution or all things, that he could not 
have referred to the last days of the Jewish polity, but must 
have referred to the last days of the Christian dispensation. 
Against th^s my friend will nnd there is no rising up. 

It is not only a fact that the apostacy was to make its ap- 
pearance before the coming of Christ, but the coming of 
Christ was to be the end of it. This is 'evident from the 
following: ^< And then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom 
the Lord shall consume with the spirit of his mouth, and 
shall destroy A^ith the brightness of his coming." f 'Thes. 
2:8. This man of sin — ^this mystery of iniquity was net 
only to come before the coming of Christ, but the cortiing of 
Christ was to be the end of it. Now can any man in his 
senses^ believe that the coming of Christ was not at hand 
when Paul wrote this letter, and at the same time believe 
that event then to have been only six years off? And can 
he believe in addition to this, that the man of sin — the apos- 
tacy, did come in six years, and fully developed himself, and 
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was put to an end by tha coming of Christ to destroy the 
Jews? Tbis is certainly too much. 

But as I wish to get my proof before my friend as soon as 
possible, that he may make the best defense his cause, admits, 
1 hasten to call his attention to another passage, which read9 
as follows : <' And they shall fall by the edge of the sword, 
aad shall be led away captive into all nations : and Jerusa- 
lem shall be trodden down of the gentiles until the time of 
the gentiles be fulfilled." Luke 21 : 24. The expression 
** they shall fall by the edge of the swprd^" evidently refers 
to the destruction of Jerusalem, but the expression ^' they 
shall be led away captive imp all nations," certainly extends 
a loQg ways beyond that event. Tfee words also, " Jerusa- 
lem shall be trodden down of the gentiles until the times of 
the gentiles shall be fulfilled," extend up to the present time 
beyond all dispute. 

Well, what follows after the Jewish captivity, and the 
treading down of Jerusalem by the gentiles T The Savior 
answers : '* and there shall.be signs, in the sun, and in the 
moon, and in the stars ; and upon the earth distress of na- 
tions, with perplexity ; the sea and the waves roaring; men's 
hearts failing them for fear, and for looking after those things 
that are coming on the earth ; for the powers of the heavens 
shall be shaken. And then shall they seethe Son of man 
coming in a cloudy with power and great glory." Verses 
25, 26, 27. - 

Now notice the order of these events : 1 . The destruction 
of Jertisalera— " they shall fall by the edge of the sword." 
2. The captivity of the Jewish nation. 3. The treading 
down of Jerusalem by the gentiles. 4. The fufilling of the 
times of the gi^ntiles. 6. The signs in the heavens. 6. The 
perplexity of the nations of the earth. 7. The appearing of 
the Son of man in heaven. My friend will not only try to 
have the seventh event here mentioned to take place at the 
8anv& tinfie with the first, but he will try to hiake it appear 
that they are precisely the same thing. 

To this passage I invite his special attention. And if the 
captivity of the Jewish nation stands between the destruction 
of Jerusalem and the coming of Christ, I hope he will show 
us how he has the two occurrences at the same time. 

[Time expired ,\ 
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MR. MANFORD'S HRST REPLY. 



Messrs. Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen : 

Before examining Mr. Franklin's "proof texts, I wil 
notice some of his introductory remarks. He speaks cor* 
rectly, when he says that man is influenced by hope and 
fear, and that the Bible informs us, that ^' the fear of the 
Lord is the beginning of wisdom." There, is a vast differ- 
ence, howeveri between the "fear of the Lord," and 
the fear of an endless hell. The one is filial, reveren- 
tial fear, and the other is slavish . fear ; the one purifies 
the heart and the other corrupts it. The first is the begin- 
ning of wisdom, of liberty, of salvation, while the other 
is the beginning of folly, of slavery, of damnation. "Fear 
the Lord," is a command of Heaven ; " fear an unending 
hell," is a mandate of creeds. The one should be observed, 
And all who do regard it, ** are accepted of God ;" the 
other should not be heeded, and those who do keep it, 
receive no praise of God, although they may of men. 

He says, " it will be my settled purpose to show that our 
eternal weal or wo, depends on our conduct in this life." If 
he is right, well might Dr. Watts exclaim, 

" Great God ; on what a slender thready . 
Hang everlasting things !^^ 

But if I am not greatly mistaken, it will be Mr. Franklin's 
"settled purpose" to convince us, that man's eternal " con- 
dition after death," depends on the state of his mind in 
the hour of death, and not on his coiiduct through life. 
According to his theory, a man may spend almost his entire 
life in the grossest wickedness without re<jeiving scarcely 
any punishment, and by repenience and baptism, just before 
death, go immediately to heaven, -and occupy as high a seat 
in glory, as St. John; and yet he says he believes our 
eternal weal or wo, depends on our conduct through life ! ! 
He believes no such a thing. I will here inform Mr Frank- 
lin, that althotigh I do not assent to the monstrous proposi- 
tion, that our eternal all depends on our weak and imperfect 
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efForts during the few moments we spend on earth, yet I do 
believe that abusing or improving our talents in this world, 
will effect, in some degree, our future condition. I believe 
in different " degrees of glory " Hereafter. 

He tells us that he will not have the sympathies of atheists 
and deists, in this controversy. Why not? He admits that 
both of those classes believe the Bible teaches the doctrine 
of endless torments. In that respect, he and they are 
"birds of one feather." He also admits, that deists believe 
with him, that our eternal " weal or wo depends on our con- 
duct in this life." Here again, Mr. F. and the deists are just 
alike. But then, he informs you that I agree with deists 
and atheists in rejecting the gospel, because it teaches 
endless punishment. Mr. Franklin is certainly " a gentle- 
man and a scholar." I reject endless torment, because it is 
no part of the gospel. The gospel is truth, but the dogma of 
ceaseless vengeance is a falsehood — so I think. 

He says, if he "believed as I do, he would act very 
different from what he now does." Does he mean that 
he would become a " vagabond in the earth 1" He does not 
wish to impugn my motives, oh no ; and yet he tells you 
that he cannot help believing I am engaged in this discussion 
from very different considerations from those which influ- 
ence him. And then he very 9omplacently informs you 
that he stands up in defence of his positions, because he 
believes them true, and because they have much to do with 
human happiness. Yes, these are the considerations which 
have induced him to enter into this discussion, but he cannot 
believe that I am influenced by any such considerations. 
Mr. F. would do well to remember that " charity thinketh no 
evil." 

He thinks the doctrine of Universal Salvation has a very 
vicious tendency, and that of endless torment, a very holy 
influence ! I solemnly believe the reverse is trUe, and 
when he tries to sustain his assertion, I will offer some 
" strong reasons " for my opinion. 

That Challenge, He will " undertake to prove that Uni- 
versalists differ from the Bible " in a great many particulars. 
I think I can prove they differ from that book in several 
items he does not specify. Universalists like other folks, I 
believe, are composed of flesh and bones, while the Bible is 
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made of leather, paper, paste, and ink. Universalists caQ 
walk, run, eat, drink, and sleep ; the Bible can do neither. 
Why, Mr. Franklin, you had better revise that challenge. 
But if he means that Universalism differs from the Bible, 
and he " will undertake to prove" it, I will inform him, that 
he will find it an easier task to undertake to do so than 
to accomplish his work. I might undertake to demolish the 
throne of God, but it would be a vain effort. 

My friend most evidently tries to raise a dust, by adverti- 
sing you of some ** strange positions," which he expects me 
to occupy before this investigation closes. He seems to 
think that if he can succeed in arousing a prejudice against 
me, he will get along much better in his arguments. But I 
shall be compelled to deprive him of thifl advantage, as 
much as he appears to desire it, by telling my audience tha^ 
I do not expect to occupy, one of those ^' strange positions." 

Do the Scriptures teach that the coming of Christ to judge 
the world is future ? Mr. Franklin has been careful to tell 
you of several matters, it will do me no good to prove. 

1. He says, if I should find a passage which speaks of a 
coming of Christ which is past, it would by no means settle 
the question, unless I could show it was a " coming to judge 
the world.". Neither, I answer, will it avail anything for 
my friend to find a passage, which speaks of a coming 
of Christ yet future, unless he can show it will be a '* com- 
raing to judge the world." 2. He says I may refer to judg- 
ments, which are past, but this will not prove there is 
no judgment to come. This is true, and I say in return, 
that if my friend should refer to judgments yet to come, 
it would not be proving there is no judgment past. 3. 
He says, if he is able to present one passage, (he seem* 
to promise a scarcity,) which places the coming of Christ to 
judge the world in the future, then he will have gaine<i 
his point. Not so fast my friend. You must not only prov® 
that the coming of Christ to judge was future when^tl^^ 
Bible was Written, but that it fs future now, I admit that ^^ 
was future then, but deny that it Is future now, and right heif"^ 
we join issue. • • 

Mr. Franklin wishes to save, me the trouble of quotic^ I 
such passages as the following : " Ye shall not have goC^J 
over the cities of Israel, till the Son of Man be comc^ 
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VfThe Lord judgeth in the earth,^^ " There be some stand- 
ing here that shall not taste of death till they see the Son of Man 
coming in his kingdom." He was V^y careful not to 
i^U you, my friends, that the coming spoken of in the 
last quotation, was a coming " to reward every man accor- 
ding to his works." And as judging must of necessity 
precede rewarding, the coming, just spoken of, was a com- 
ing to judgment. The above passages then do not trouble 
me, but my friend; and hence he tries to persuade me 
not to use them. 

I now come to Mr. Franklin's first proof text, 2. Pet., 
3: 7. He tells us that this passage seems to have been 
written for this very occasion, and for his especial advantage! 
Such expressions are used to bolster up a strained and 
•far-fetched interpretation of scripture, and for nothing else. 
He says also that when this epistle was written, the "last 
days" of the Jewish dispensation had gone by 33 years; 
and consequently, the Apostle did not mean that the scoffers, 
spoken of in the text, were to conie in the ** last days " 
of the Jewish polity, for its "last days" were past. But 
I call for proof of all this. According to Dr. Lander, the 
epistle to the liebrews was written within the year 63, arid 
in the |8 chap, and 13 verse, Paul, speaking of the Jew- 
ish Covenant, says, " Now that which decayeih and waxeih 
old is ready to vanish, away^ On this verse. Dr. Clark 
makes these remarks : ** The Apostle, therefore, intimates 
that the old Covenant y/asjust about to be abolished." See 
also, Dr. l.'oddridge, to the same import. But notwithstand- 
ing all these authorities, Mr. F. contends that the Jewish cove- 
iiaot had vanished away some 30 years before ! ! That the **last 
days" mean the last days of the Jewish dispensation, is evident 
from several passages. Peter, the author of the passage 
before us, informed the multitude when they supposed some 
af the people were drunk, that ** This is that which, was 
spoken by the prophet Joel, **And it shall come to pass 
in the last days, saith God, I will pour out my3\^lx upon all 
^©shi." — Acts, 2: 16,^17. This is to the point. Tnelast days — 

til© 3ame spoken of in the epistle — were in' Peter's life*time, 
^r\ 1 John, 2: 18, it is said, "Little children, it is the last 

Um.^^ and as ye have heard that Anti-Christ shall come, even 
there are many Anti-Christs^ (sco^Qta,^ YiYvQt^\i^ ^^ 
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know it IS THE LAST TIME." I havc now proved that tlfc 
last days spoken of by Peter, ^ere in the life-time of Peter 
and John, and at the conclusion of the Jewish dispensation. 
Well, Christ was to come in judgment in the last days, 
consequently, that coming is past, not future, as Mr. F. 
thinks. 

The second proof text, Acts 3: 21, is irrelevant. It 
proves that there is yet a coming of Christ, but says noth- 
ing of a judgment. It proves also that Christ has not come 
in person since he ascended into heaven, in the presence of 
his disciples, but does not prove that the coming of -Christ 
in judgment, is yet future. 

Mr. Franklin's third proof text is 2 Thes. 2:3. In order 
to make any kind of an argument, he is compelled to date 
the epistle as late as possible. But suppose 1 were to give 
him here all he asks, which 1 by no means have to do^ would 
he gain anything ? No, for he admits himself that it was 
written' before the dispersion of the Jewish nation. But he 
is wrong concerning the date of the epistle. According to 
the best authorities it was written in the year 64, which wm 
16 years before that calamity befell the ancient people of 
God. But from this very passage I derive a strong proof 
that the *• day of Christ" was not far in the future, at the 
time it was written. If it had been a doctrine of the early 
church that Christ was not to come until the close of the 
Christian dispensation, ftiid had the Thessalonians been ac- 
quainted with this doctrine, the Apostle need not have told them 
that they should not " be troubled." My friend knows that 
the most prominent doctrine of his church is that Christ is 
to come to judge the world at the end of the Christian dispen- 
sation — at the " restitution of all things." The most igno- j 
rant member of his church is well acquainted with this doc- 
trine. Now he will have to take the ground that the'^Thes- 
salonians were ignorant of this doctrine, or that they thougl^^ 
the Christian dispensation, which was hardly commence<i> 
was about to close ! ! 

2. " Be not shaken in mind or troubled, neither by spirit, t\o^ 
by word, nor by letter as from us, as that the day of tb^ 
Lord is at hand." They should not be soon, immediatetp 
troubled about that event*, inasmuch as it would be at le^^* 
J6 yeard before it would occur. It was not at handy heu^^ 
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should not then be troubled about it; but he intimates 
that the time would come when they might with propriety be 
troubled about that event. But if it is to take place at the 
resurrection, will the Thessalonians, while in heaven, be 
troubled about it ? " Can any man in his senses,'* says my 
friend, ^'believe that the coming of Christ was not at hand, 
when Paul wrote- this epistle,' and at the same time believe 
tbst event then to have been six (he should have said six- 
teen) years off | " I answer, can any man in his senses-, be- 
lievfsan event ^* is at hand," and at the same time believe that 
it isiixteen years in the future ? 

3. " Let no man deceive you by any means ; for that day 
shall not come except there come a falling away first, and 
that man of Sin be revealed, the Son of perdition who appo^ 
i^ and exalteth^^ (in the present tense) " himself above all 
that is called God, or that is worshipped ; so that he as Gkxl 
»toA" (still the present tense) "in the temple of God, 
shewing himself that he is God." Mr. Franklin says that 
the"]M5in of Sin," and the "mystery df iniquity," were to 
appear before the coming of Christ. Well, the Apostle says 

the mystery of iniquity doth already woi^i" He says 
further that the coming of Christ was to end the " iniquity." 
What this last expression has to do with proving his propo- 
sition, I am unable to determine. These are some of my 
v^easons for believing that the coming of Christ in judgment, 
spoken of in Thessalonians, is not a future event. I have 
others which shall appear indue lime. 

1 now come to Mr? Franklin's fourth proof text. Luke 81 . 
Here again he is at variance with almost every orthodox 
Commentator !. He says the expression " they shall be led 
4way captive into all nations," certainly extends a " long 
ways" beyond the destruction. There is not one word 
in th^xpression that would lead to such a conclusion. The 
Jews could be "led away" immediately after the destruc- 
lion. Does he believe that this leading away did not take 
place until a long time after the destruction of Jerusalem 1 
But perhaps he will say the expression " led away captive 
^to all nations,*^ implies a great length of time. Well, sup- 
pose I grant this. Still Mr. Franklin believes that Jerusa- 
lem was "trodden down of the gentiles " at, and immediate' 
h (tfter the d&Btruction. But I will notice x\ie ot^«t ^l ^'^^^csa^ 
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as they are arranged by my friend, more particularly. . He 
has, Ist, the destruction of Jerusalem, *' they shall Tall by 
the edge of the sword " — 2d the captivity of the Jewish na- 
•tion-r-Sd the treading down of Jerusalem by the gentiles — 
4th the fulfilling of the times of the gentiles — 6th the signs 
in the heavens — 6th the perplexity of the nations of the 
earth — 7th the appearing of the Son of man in heaven.-7 
What straining after a long order of events ! The second 
event took place at the time of the iirst. This he d«re not 
deny. The third event took place at the ssume time of the 
second; and the fourth event is .merely the ending of the 
third. So four of the gentleman's events are no advancs 
in point of time from the first ! . ^ miich for more than 
half of this long order ! The 5th and j^th events, must 
certainly be co-existent, for the ** peirplexity of the.l^^^ons'^ 
would of course be at the same time of the *\*sigxis In the 
heavens." This is spoiling one more of »my firiend's ^ or- 
ders / " But let me see if the 7th order is not embraced in 
the 6th and 6th. ** Then shall they see the Son of man," 
that is, when *' there shall be signs in the sun, aad-in the 
moon and stars." Where now are the seven orders of 
events ! Mr. Franklin must do better than this. There 
now remains of his long order of events, bjut the ^rst and 
the fifth, and these of course become the first and second,-^ 
The ^r^^ the destruction of Jerusalem ; and seeond^ ike 
signs in the heavens. Between these two events he wishes 
to throw some 2000 years. But I shall prove beyond all 
controversy that the second event follows ** immediately af- 
ter" the first. The 26ih verse of this chapter of Luke is 
exactly parallel, sis Mr. Franklin himself will admit, with.the 
29th verse of Matt. 24, which reads as follows : '* Immedi- 
ately after the tribulation of those days," etc. What days t 
Why, the days of the destruction o( Jerusalem, andK>f the 
leading away into captivity. Where 1 ask again is my 
friend's long series of events! 

Most orthodox Commentators interpret the 21st chap, of 
Luke as referring to the destruction of the Jewish polity and 
nation ; and I should not forget to state that our Savior, af- 
let mentioning my friend's long order of events, says, " This 
GBNEBATioif shall not pass away till all be fulfilled." 

J hare now carefully examined Mr. F.'s proofs that Christ 
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come in judgment^ and it must be evident to every 
it the scriptures clearly teachy that that is not a future.^ 
but that the judgment commenced a long time ago.-r-? 
vhen he was* on earth informed men t|^at his judgmehf 
t^egin in a short time. Read Matt. 16 : 27, 28. " Per 
n iff n)an shall come in the glory of his Father, with 
jds; and then shall he reward every man according 
►vork. Verily I say unto you, there be seme standing 
o'hich thall not taste of deaths till they see the Son of 
mtng in his kingdom,'*'* Here Jesus affirms that there 
>n|e. standing by him, who would not die till he would 
n judgment^ and yet Mr. F., 1 800 years after this sol- 
iclaration, is contending that that event has not occur- 
[fl Mr. F* wiser than Jesus Christ]? I believe that Christ 
Jie truth, and that my friend is laboring under a great 
e.- '• 

6 t^s coming in judgment, and to raise the dead, are two 
t«events. .The first was not a personal coming, but a 
r. in his kingdom, in^ glory i in judgment, and that of 
took place in the establishment of Christianity among 
ions of the earth. Christ then exhibited himself to the 
.n his kingdom, glory, and judgments, and he is now do- 
same. And as Uie resurrection of the dead , by the pow- 
graca of heaven, is a distinct, important and remarkable 
it is cfjled a coming of Christ. And I wish it ever to 
nembered, that throughout the. Bible, whenever the 

1 of Christ in judgment, in, his kingdom, is spoken of, 
g is ^id about the resurrection of the dead ; and when- 
is' coming in the resurrection is spoken of, nothing is 
)out judgment. And throughout the Bible also, the be^ 
g of judgment is connected with the introduction of 
s reign, and the resurrection with the close of that 

These facts stand directly opposed to my friend's 
theory. 

k Mr. F. what will be the use of a judgment at the end of 
Will it be a Court of Eri^pr ? He believes that when a 
ies, if he happens to be in the right state of mind at 
irticular juncture, he will go to heaven. And he be- 
also that if a ftian should die in sin, no matter how 
)us he had lived, he will goto hell. Them«CL^^\ 
) hell must have been judgea, for sureW God'woivi^a.uQX 
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send him there without a trial — a judgment; And so with 
the man who goes to heaven, he mdst first be judged, my 
friend Would say. Still he has a fttcur« judgment, and all 
Iiell is to be disembodied of its contents, and heaven de- 
populated to attend this 'great trial. Where, in the name of 
reason and common sense, is the use of this 'judgment ? Is 
ix to rectify mistakes that wer^ made in the ^rsj judgment? 
If SO9 perhaps there will be mistakes made In ^he second 
judgment, or whatever you may please to term it, and many 
who are now in hell may get intt) heaven, and n^any that afe 
now in heaven may be thrust .into hell. « And perhaps ther«^ 
may a perfect c|^ange take place in the inhabiiants.of the 
two places ; those<in hell going to heaven, and those in hea- 
ven going to he\h My friend need not say ibat I have spo- 
ken irreverently, or turned sacred subjects into ridiculei I 
have only showed'some of the incoasisteacies of his faith. 

I hope Mr. Franklin in in his next* speech will meet my 
objections to his theory and interpretatiohs of ihc^Bible, fair- 
ly and candidly, and especially do I hopeMha| he' will point 
out all those places, if any, where I have.npt answered his 
arguments, or endeavored to do so ; for I wish to notice ev- 
ery single argument that my friend may advance. ^ And I 
shall expect the same kind 'of treatment from' him* In this 
way we may elicit truth. I hope also that the very best spirit 
may be maintained throughout the entire debate, and tRat 
nothing may occur to mar the feelings of any one. Let ev- 
ery one here assembled^ calmly and dispassionately Veigh 
every argunient« and unbiassed by prejudice or preposses- 
sion, decide in favor of Truth. .[Time exp^td.] 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S SEC6ND SPEECH. 

Mr. Ch airmail : , 

♦ Before I proceed with my affirmative arguments, it will 
be necessary for me to pay some attention to the gentleman's 
reply. He was pleased to favor you with a distinction be- 
tween "filial, reverential fear," and the fear of hell. His 
distinction vis* not in the bible. , The language of Jesus is : 
" Fear -Him who is able to destroy both soul and body in 
hell." 

He appears displeased that ou» eternal weal or wo should 
depend on our conduct in* this liie. I cannot see why he 
should have such an abhorrance of this doctrine. Is his 
conduct so »reprehensible that he thinks it would endanger 
his salvation ? . But he further informed you, that, if he was • 
not muQJIi mrstaken, it would be my settled purpose to prove 
thatnt depends On the state of the mind at death and nol on 
our conduct. He is much mistaken then ; for I believe no 
sucfc thing. But on the coritrary I believe that the Lord 
will take vengeance on them that know not God and ohey 
noUthe gospel. But you may guess my surprise, to hear Mr. 
Manford say,* *^ I do believe that aBusing or improving our 
talents in this world, will effect in some degree our Riture 
situation. I believe in different degrees of glory hereafter." 
I did not expect this soon, in his very first speech, to hear 
hrm denounce the leading feature — the grand distinguishing 
characteristic of his doctrine. It is conceded then, thus ear- 
ly in this discussion, that di finite creature^ in 2i finite state ^ 
can do some|hing that will effect an infinite state. This I 
expected to be called upon to prove, but the necessity of this 
is now superseded by the coricessfen of my friend. But to 
show his brethren that he is not mistaken, I will refer to a 
passage of scripture. Since my friend has referred the re- 
sults of improving or neglecting to improve our talents to tno 
coming worfd, let me call your attention to the Savior's par- 
able of the talents J Matt. 26. After showing, as Mr Manford 
says he believes, that those who impro^^ \h^vx \^wJ^^^^ 
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be invited iato the joys of their Lord^the Savior says of the 
man who failed to improve his talent, " Cast ye the unprofit- 
able servant into outer daAness: there shall be veeeping and 
gnashing of teeth." V. 26, 30. If theft by the abuse of our 
talent* in this life, \^ may ledsen ihe degrees 'of happiness 
in the wprld to come, as the gentlenwin admits, why may we 
not lessen these degrees of happinesd tuitil it will noi'be hap- 
piness at all, but misery 1 The gentleman will repent of this 
concession foi.many years to come, espeeially jp» it.i^ to go 
to the, world in a printed book. 

Mr. Manford wishes me to tell hirti why I will not have 
the sympathies of atheists and deists. One principal reason 
is, that they do not'condider my positioir calculated lo^estroy 
the religion of Jeans Christ out of the i^wrld. They do con- 
sider his position well calculated to aceompHsh that object, 
and therefore will syrtlpathise with him, aqd are anxio'ns for 
his success. 

It appears that my friend cannot see how I couW apt differ- 
ently from what I do, unless I would be a " vagabond in the 
earth." Well he acts differently from myself; Is h^ there-, 
fore a •* vagaborid," to apply his own refined language to* 
himself? Surely not. *► ^ 

From Mr. M.'s little witicism, in specifying other differ- 
ences between the Bible and Universalists, besides thoa^ men- • 
tioned in my challcfnge, I suppose he admits those specified 
by me. He may as well at least, for they wiH abundantly 
appear as we shall proceed. t 

In defining my proposition, I stated that a reference to any 
judgment that is *past, will not prove that there is no judg- 
ment to come; and the gentletpan very adroitly responds, 
that " should I refer to a Judgment to come, it would not be^ 
proving there is no judgment past." I grant it, but it would 
be proving my propositiooy for it calls for a judgment to 
come. 

I was amused to see my friend approach my proof texts. 
He did it with as much cautiousness as if he had expected 
every step to fall into a pit. His remarks upon these impor- 
tant passages of the word of God were perfectly non'Oommit' 
tal. The day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men— 
the melting of the elements with fervent heat — the burning 
up gf the earth and all things thereia««4he passing away pf 
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the heavens with a great noise, are certainly matters of suffi- 
cient importance to have heen specially recorded in history » 
if indeed they are paqt. 'But did he refer you to the timt 
and the 'placM where these wonderful things occurred \ Not 
at all. He had oat even enough nerve to say, that.it refer- 
red to tlie destruction of Jerusalem, although he gave some 
such intimations.' He can tell you that the coming of Christ 
to judge the world is past^ and. that he has proved it ; but 
when did it pass ? That is the question, I wfsh him to tell- 
what that judgment was. What y^as the perdition of ungod- 
4y men ? Will he ever be so good as to tell ? He wishes 
tO(.know what got)d a judgmcDt after death will do. I should 
be pleased to know what good the judgment of which he 
speaks will do* He is ^he^last man who should start any 
such enquiry. 'After preaching, writing and debating about 
it for years, he cannot tell us what his judgment is ! ! ! What 
good does a judgment do in this world, when even the preach- 
ers cannot tefl yrh&t it isl He wishes to know if the judg- 
ment afte^ death is to correct mistakes that occurred in a 
previous judgment. I suppose from this question, that the 
object of his. jfldgrfientls to determine who are the guilty. — 
But I presume the Judge spoken of in the Bible, knows who 
are the guilty before judgment, and consequently has^ot ap- 
pointed a day in which to judge the world, to ascertain who- 
are the guilty, but to pass a final sentence upon all. 

What disposition did he make of the '^scoffers of the last 
days." None at all, except it be to try to prove that " last 
days " related to the close of the Jewish polity. That is, he 
tried to show, that when Peter, only six years before Jeru- 
salem was destroyed, said, ** there shall come scoffers in the 
last days," he meant that they should come during that six 
years. But did he show that any scoffers did come, during 
that period, "saying where is the promise of his coming ?" 
Surely not. It is true, he referred to the words of Joel, Acts 2, 
and to the words of John, " it is the last time," and said these 
passages referred to the same time, but on this he gave no 
proof only his assertion. The exact fulfilment of a predic- 
tion, is an iafallible evidence of the time to which it refer- 
red* There was no set of men, during the six years in ques- 
tion, who said, "where is the promise of his coram^:," W\ 
we have just suclf a set of men in our day>MvA\^ vi^\v%,\ 
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no Other evidence, this would be sufficient to show <hat Peter 
referred to these times. 

The gentleman made quite a display over the words, "is 
waxed old and ready to vanish away/* His object as you 
recollect, was to prove that the old covenant was still in 
force, and consequently that Peter referred to the last days 
of it. But in 2 Cor. 3: 11, speaking of the old covenant, 
. Paul calls it, " that which- was done away.*^ In the 13ih 
verse he calls it, ** that which is abolished.^* Rom. 10: 4, 
the same Apostle said, (year 60) j* Christ is the end of the 
lawy Col. 2 : 14, he says, " Blotting out the hand-writing of 
ordinances that was against us, which was contrary to us, and 
took U out of the way^ nailing it to his cross.^^ Now my 
friend informed you, that I would not get him into any of the 
predicaments mentioned in my first speech. I told you that 
1 expected to introduce passages of scripture which he would 
not acknowledge true. I now ask Mr. M. the question: 
Do you believe that when Paul wrote these several expres- 
sions, the old covenant ** was done away " — *' abolished^^ — 
** blotted out ".^** took out of the wayy and that " Christ was 
the end of the law? " If you do, the old institution,. you 
must admit, was at an end, truly "ready to vanish away." 
Will any man in his right mind, believe *jhe old covenant 
was in force after it was ** done away," " abolished," "blot- 
ted but," " took out of the way," " nailed to the cross," and 
" Christ was the end of the law 1 " Just as soon as he con- 
fesses his belief of these passages of scripture, be confesses 
that the Jewish covenant was at an end, and the apostle Peter, 
writing after the end of the Jewish institution, referred for- 
ward to the." scoffers of the- last days," which could not pos- 
sibly have been the last days of the Jewish polity, for it was 
gone. 

But in this same passage, the apostle says, " the heavens 
and the earth which are now, by the same word, are kept in 
store, reserved unto fire against the day of judgment, and 
perdition of ungodly men." Now did he mean that the heav- 
ens and the earth which are now are reserved unto the de- 
struction of Jerusalem ? If he did, he did not mean that 
they were reserved unto the hell of conscience. And if he 
meant that they were reserved unto the fre of the hell of 
conscience, he did not mean the destruction of Jerusalenif 
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and cpnsequently iX is no difference when Peter wrote. I do 
not believis my friend dare t»ke any position on this point. — 
Will he explain this branch of the ** glorious doctrine of Uni- 
versal ism ? " 

The gentl^ipan's reply on the passage in Thess. calls for 
but little attention. He says, ^'can any man in his senses 
believe an event is * at hand.' and at the same time believe it 
is sixteen years in the futuce 1 " I answer mOst emphatical- 
ly, that if it be an eveni that has been spoken of more than 
fifieen hundred penrs^ as was the case with the destruction of 
Jerusalem, he can, and that no man of truth and sound un- 
derstanding could say any thing else. When the first com- 
ing of Christ was within sixteen years, all believers consid- 
ered it at hand, and any man who would have taught that it 
was not at hand would have been regarded as a false teacher. 
But Paul regarded that man as a deceiver, who should per- 
vert his letter or spirit so as to say the day of Christ was at 
hand ; for, says he, '^ that day shall not come, except there 
come a falling away first." This falling away is unequivo- 
cally declared to be the Roman apostacy by all great prot- 
estants. Christ was to destroy this man of sin with the " spirit 
of his mouth and the brightness of his coming.'' Was the 
time at hand when the man of sin should be destroyed ? 
If 80, how does it happen that the man of sin is not yet de- 
stroyed ? 

The gentleman thinks that if it had been a common doc- 
trine among the early Christians, that Christ would not come 
till the end of the Christian dispensation , the Thessalonians 
would have understood it. This is worth nothing, for even 
those who were in error on the subject, and contended that 
the coming of Christ was at hand, may have thought the 
end of the Christian dispensation equally as near at hand. 

My second prooC text. Acts 3 : 21, the gentleman says "is 
not relevant." But in the next breath he says of the same 
passage : '* It proves also that Christ has not come in person 
since he. ascended to heaven." Well, that is just what I 
quoted it to prove. That much is then established, and my 
friend has sanctioned it. 

I have been trying to understand my friend from his first 
speech, and as far as he has taken any position, it amounts 
to this: Christ has never appeared personally since he as- 
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cended to heaven, but at the resurrection he will appear 
personally. But he has appeared already in judgnaent and 
in glory. Let us then see what conclusions we can arrive at 
from these, statements. 

1 . It is rather a ridiculous idea to me, to make a figurativo 
appearing, such as the slaughter of a million and a half of 
Jews, (if it be even a figurative appearing) the " globious 
APPEARING," and rob the personal appearing at the resur- 
rection of the dead of its glory ! ! But if my friend can 
get round a coming judgment no other way, and the fear of 
hell seems to press him, he will put the glory of Jesus in 
the past tense, to provide a way of escape. But as the gen* 
tleman has decided that the appearing of Christ in glory is 
past, I would be pleased to call his attention to the following " 
passage : '^ For the grace of God that bringeth salvation hath 
appeared unto all men, teaching us, that denying ungodli- 
ness and worldly lusts, we should live soberly, righteously 
and godly in this present world, looking for that blessed hope, 
and the glorious appearing of the great God and our Savior 
Jesus Christ." Tit. 2: 11. l^ xhik '^ glorious a ppearing^^ 
past ? If the gentleman says, i( is, he gives up one of his 
favorite proof texts. ** When Christ who is our life shall 
appear, then shall ye also appear with him in glory" Col. 
3:4. Is this appearing of Christ in glory past-? Surely 
not. 

But I must enquire whether it is the personal appearing 
that is visible or the figurative appearing, if there be any 
such a thing. If he shall say, that the appearing ** in glory 
and judgment," is the one at which " every eye shall see 
him," I should be pleased to know how they could see him, 
if he did not appear in person ! But I now proceed to show 
that the personal appearing, the glorious appearing, and his 
appearing in judgment are all the same appearing, or in oth- 
er words that the appearing in glory and judgment will be 
personal. ** And then shall appear the sign of the Son of 
man in heaven: arid then shall all the tribes of th^ earth 
mourn, and they shall sfiE'xaE son of man coking in tb^ 
clouds of heaven, with^ power and great glory." Now my 
friend has admitted that therd has been tio personal coming 
of Christ since he ascended to heaven. But in this passage 
we are told, that "ajl the tribes pfahe earth shall mouri?^ 
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and they shall S£E the son of man coming in the clouds of 
heaven." Now I ask the gentleman if he beheves these 
words of the Savior ? Did he tell the truth when he said, 
"all the tribes of the eartli shall mourn, and they shall »ee 
the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven / '* If he 
says, he believes this passage of scripture bis position is 
yielded up, at once ; for there has been no coming of Christ 
up to this time, at which " all the tribes of the earth mourn' 
«d," nor has there been any coming of Christ, at which all 
the tribes of the earth saw the Son of man coming in the 
clouds of heaven, nor can all the tribes of the earth ever 
SEE THE SON OF MAN coming in the clouds of heaven at any 
other coming but a personal one. To this I shall hold the 
gentleman throughout this day. 

"Behold he cometh with clouds and every eye shall see 
him, and they also which pierced him, and all kindreds of 
the earth shall wail because of him." As in the passage just 
noticed so in this, he is represented as coming in the clouds 
of heaven ; and while it is said in the former passage, " ail 
the tribes, of the earth shall mourn," in this it is said ** all 
the kindred of the earth shall wail." And in this passage it 
is said, " every eye shall see him^ Can every eye see hini 
at any but a personal coming? Surely not. 

"And then shall they see the Son of man coming in a cloud 
with power and great glory," Luke 21 : 27. 1 showed in 
niy first speech, that in the preceding verses of this chapter, 
the Savior places the caplivity of the Jewish nation, the 
treading down of Jerusalem by the gentiles and the fulfilment 
of the times of the gentiles, between the destruction of Je- 
nisalem and the coming of Christ ; and that neither of the^e 
^as yet terminated, and consequently that the coming here 
spoken of must be yet future. But now I am helped to an- 
other argument by my friend's statement, which is true, that 
the coming of Christ at the resurrection of the dead will be 
personal. This passage most unques^oimbly refers to the 
same personal coming, fjr he says, "then shall they see 

THE SON OF MAN COMING IN A CLOUD," which COuld not be 

the case at any but a personal croming. 

My friend has now admitted that this coming is the same 
as that o^ the 24th of Matt. , and that it was after the de«t.tvi!C- 
tion of JerusaJem, Wei J, if it was ouVy one vie^V ^^\^x^\\ 
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was not^he destruction of Jerusalem; therefore the gentle- 
man has cut himself off from the old stamping ground. Now 
he is in a beautiful predicament truly! The coming of 
Christ after the destruction of Jerusalem ! Well, when iws 
it ? and what was it ? 

" For if we believe that Jesus died and rose again, even 
Bo them also which sleep in Jesus will God bring with 
him. For this we say unto you by the word of the Lord, 
that we which are alive, and remain unto the coming of the 
Lord, shall not prevent them which are asleep, for the lord 
HIMSELF shall aecend from heaven with a shout, with the 
voice of the archangel, and wjth the trump of God : and the 
dead in Christ shall rise first: then we which are alive and 
remain, shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, 
to meet the Lord in the air, and so shall we ever be with the 
Lord." 1 Thess. 4: 14, 17. This is a personal coming, 
for the ** Lord himself^'* is the same as the Lord in person. 
Not only so, but he is to decend from heaven with a skouii 
which shows that it must be personal. In this passage, as 
in the 16th of 1 Cor., the coming of Christ and the resur- 
rection of the dead are connected, and the gentleman admits 
the coming at the resurrection to be personal. Now after 
writing to the Thessalonians as we have just read, which, 
as we have clearly seen, refers to a personal coming of 
Christ, and a resurrection of the dead, the apostle in a se- 
cond letter addresses them as follows : " And to you who 
are troubled, rest with us, (in the grave) when the Lord Je- 
sus shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels* 
in flaming fire taking vengeance on them that know not God, 
asnd obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Cl|r4st : who shaft 
be punished with everlasting destruction from the presence 
of the Lord and the glory ot his power ; when he coracs 
to be glorified in his saints,- and to be^d^red in them iba* 
believe." ^ Thess. 1 : 10. Now I asjt if it is not asevi* 
dent as it can be, that the apostle spoke of the same comiftS 
in the second letter that he did in the first ? Well, the geO' 
ilenian admits that the coming at the resurrection is persoi*^ 
al, and we saw as clear as anything can be, that the comir»^ 
spoken of in the first letter was to be at the resurrection o» 
the dead, and that he told them in the second letter roo 
pointedly, that "that day should not corne unless the apo^ 
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:acy come first,'' and that he gave not the slightest indication 
that he alluded to any other coming than he had mentioned 
in the first letter. Not only so, but the coming spoken of in the 
second letter, was to be when^he should come to he glorified 
in his saints. Certainly he is not glorified with his saints in 
this world 1 His promise is, ** if we suffer with him we shall 
be glorified together." It^was then the coming in glory — in 
person, at the resurrection, and in flaming fire, he speaks of 
in both letters. From this my friend cannot escape. If I 
were in his place, I would not try ; but g^ve it up, and take 
a position that could be defended. 

I cordially join him in the hope that nothing unkind shall 
occur [Time expired,] 



MR. MANFORD'S SECOND REPLY. 



Gentlemen and Ladies : 

Mr. Franklin began his last with the remark, that there is 
no difference between the fear of the Lord and the fear 
of bell — an endless hell.., I admit that he is correct if 
his views of God and hell are true. The hell of partialism 
is thus described : — *^ 

" Wide was the place, 

And deep as wide, and ruinous as deep. 

Beneath, I saw« lake of burning fire, 

With tempest tost perpetually, and still, 

The wayes of fiery darkness 'gainst the roeks 

Qf dark damnation broke, and music made 

Of melancholy sort, and over head 

And all around, wind wared with wind, storm howled 
^To #torm, and lightening, forked lightening, crossed, 
"^And thunder, muttering sound 

Of sullen wrath." 
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Another thus describes the supposed future home of 
nearly all mankind : — 

" A furnace, formidable, deep, and wide, 
0*er boiling wtth a blue sulphuriocfli tide ; 
Where clouds of murky smoke and I arid flame, 
' Burst out in volumes o'er the dark domain." 

This ip the' hell of partialisin ; it was built according 
to that system by the Almighty for the sole purpose of im- 
prisoning and tormenting nearly all his offspring, world 
without end. In the words of Dr. Watts, 

« The breath of God— His ungry breath 

Supplies and fans the fire, 
There sinners taste the second death. 

And would but can't expire." 

' The god of partialis^ is the fkst, the last, the alU in this 
infernal business of tormenting and burning. He buih this 
hell, "supplies and fans the fire with his angry breath," 
and although the helpless vrctims of his wrath and ven- 
geance would gladly be annihilated, he will not let them 
"expire," as he intends to glut his vengeance oh them 
eternally. I admit there is no difference between the fear of 
a god of this character and the fear of an endless Jicll. 
But the God of the Bible, of heaVen, and of earth, is as un- 
like this monster of cruelty, as two opposite characters can 
possibly be. 

Mr. F, thinks I shall repent for many years to come, fof 
saying I believe "in different degrees of glory hereafter." 
1 do not expt^ct ever to repent of uttering that truthful 
find reasonable sentiment. lie misrepresents our dejw?mi|ia' 
iion when he says we do not believe in diflferent iifegieea 
of glory in the spirit-world. All the ^ecui will be raiaaji 
immortal, glorious, heavenly — like the Angela^ and enj^|M|. 
they are capable of enjoying. Are 'Aere not jiifllil^^ 
"degrees of glory " among the angels ^f heaven ?* J&yj 
admit there are. We are to' be like the ^ngels, ,' I adihit 
that if this body of corruption and all the evil associ^iti^ifii Cit;| 
this world go with the spirit into the eternal world we nii( 
sink deeper and deeper in corruption, tillwe should |)e d^ 
yed of all happiness. The " parable of the talent,'* to 
he refers, does not relate to the future stat^ ct^ts admittd< 
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most of Commentators. Bishop Pearce says, ** The moral 
of thi^parable is, that Jesus would reward or^ punish chris- 
tians according to their behavior under the means of grace 
afforded them : and that from every one would be required 
in prq)ortion to what had been given to him. And thi$ 
distinction f made between theniy was to he made at the .time 
vihtn ike Jewish state was to be destroyed." He com- 
plains because I did not prove froin history^ that Paul and 
Peter and Christ uttered truth, when they spoke of judgment, 
of the elements melting, and of the coming of Christ ! I 
did not suppose that was necessary ; I supposed their words 
were all sufficient, and I am still of that opinion. As Christ 
taught he would come iii judgment during the life-time of 
some who were living when he was on the earth, I believe 
that event took place when he said it would, and exactly 
as Christ intended. And wJien Paul and Peter speak of the 
very sam% coming, and of many remarkable events connec- 
ted therewith, I believe the coming and all the events, have 
taken place precisely as they intended. No higher authority 
is needed. My friend seems to question the veracity of 
Christ and the Apostles. Although they solemnly affirmed 
that the coming in judgment would soon occur, he wants me 
to pro\^ from history, that that event did take place I ! 

Mr.' Franklin has not seen proper to inform us why 
he supposes God will judge men twice in the future world — 
when they die and after the resurrection. All of us would 
lik^ some light on that subject. He dare not deny that 
he believes in two judgments after death. He tells us that the 
object of the last Judgment will be to " pass sentence on all." 
But is not every- one judged and sentenced as soon as they die, 
wd eon|i^n^d- to hell or heaven ? Why then ro-judge 
themf. We want Mr. F. to be clear on this subject. He 
inforflss you tKat I cannot tell why. I believe' God judges 
men. I.Will try to tell you in the language of the Bible. 
"Whdjti x^ fud^ments are in the earth the people learn 
nglueousness/* He judges men to learn them righteousness. 
"Zioni^ll be redeemed by judgment, ^^ — Isa 1: 27. "Be- 
iold, [iof^i^ is the man whom God correcteih ; therefore, 
(i^pise ndt the chastening of the Almighty, for he maketh 
^^ fBfA hindeth up, he woundeth, and hi^ hands m^e 

• "^^WJob B: 17, IB. ,We Jearn from il^^e^wsw^^'^i 
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that the great design of judgment is to humble the sinner; 
turn him from his evil ways, and make an end of transgres- 
sion. The apostle Paul expresses the whole in a single 
phrase — ^** that we may he partakers of Ms holineB$y-^ 
Heb. 12: 8-11. 

Mr. Franklin yet contends, ihat the scoffers spoken of by 
Peter, were to appear on the earth ai the end of the Chris- 
tian dispensation, and he intimates that I am one of the 
** scoffers." He must be a Millerite, and had better have 
his assension robe ready. If he will read the third chapter 
of Peter, he will find that the scoffers were living when that 
epistle was written. " For this, they (the scoffers) wilhngiy 
ARE ignorant oP' — verse 5 — not shall be thousands of years 
hence. Now this one expression refutes all my friend's Mil- 
lerism. The scoffers were living in the days of Peter, and sol 
am not intended, or any one now living or shall live hereafter. 
It was a prediction of the holy prophets according to Peter, 
that there should come in the last days, scoffers, and as the 
scoffers had come, consequently, the last days were in 
Peter's life-time. In my last speech I produced this very 
prophecy that Peter refers toy and we' saw that Peter reiter- 
ated it on the day of Pentecost, and said it was then being 
fulfilled ; so according to the Apostle's sermon and epistlet 
the " last days " were in the apostolic age. Well, Christ 
was to come in judgmJBnt in the last days, and hence we have 
again demonstrated that that coming has taken place. He 
repeats the assertion, that the last days spoken of by Peter, 
were at the close of the Christian dispensation. If he is cor- 
rect, the Christian dispensation is ended, yea, came to its end 
before it commenced ! You recollect, I proved in my last speech 
thatthe old dispensation in Peter's day, was ^^ready to vanish 
away," and hence it was in existence; but he has made 
no reply to m^ proof. And you likewi^ recollect that 
I also showed that this was the opinion of lea\ned Comment- 
ators of his school. Although he has made a gr6at blunder, 
he is determined to hang to it to the last. Those passages 
which speak of Christ being the ** end of the Taw," " haih 
abolished it," &c, do not at all militate against our views- 
It had lost 'm divine sanction, was no longer obligatory; b«< 
then the temple was standing, victims were offered 'ofcth^ 
altor^ the high priest and his subordinates were performing ' 
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that Moses had commanded them, and the " holy people " 
still retained their political existence. The law wcw abol- 
ished when Christ was nailed to the cross, but the Jewish 
dispensation did not close till that nation was destroyed. If 
my friend calls this in question again, I will overwhelm him 
with proof. His nonsense about the hell of conscience 
is worthy of no notice^ and I shall not give it any. 

I now come to Thess. again, and all he has said on that pas-- 
sage, will engage our attention but a moment. With refer- 
ence to the duration of human life, the judgment spoken of 
in that epistle, was not at hand, as it was sixteen years, 
at least, distant. We do not call an event at hand, that will 
not occur till that length of time. The Apostle knew 
that years would come and go, before the coming in judgment 
would take place, and hence he told his brethren not to 
be " shaken in mind or troubled " then. I have proved that 
the "man of sin" was in the world when Paul wrote 
that epistle, but Mr. F. has jpaid no attention to my proof. 
As the man of sin was to be destroyed when Christ would 
come, he enquires if Christ has come, how does it happen 
that he is not destroyed ? How does Mr. F. know that the 
man of sin, that Paul speaks of, is not destroyed 1 I admi^ 
there is many a man of sin on earth now, but is either 
of them the one St. Paul refers to ? But all great Protestants 
declare that the man of sin is the Roman church — so Mr. F. 
says. I will inform him that he is very much mistaken. Dr. 
Clarke has the following remarks about who was the man of 
sin. " Some think that the defection of the Jewish nation, 
from their allegiance to the Roman Emperor, is all that 
is understood by the apostacy, or falling off; and that all the 
OTHER TERMS refer to the destruction of Jerusalem. Dr. 
Hammond refers it to the apostacV, to the defectfen of the 
priniitive christians, to the Gnostic heresy ; and supposes 
that, by the man of sin and son of perdition Simon Magus, 
is meant — Grotius, applies it to Caius Cesar — Schoetgen, 
contends, strongly, that the whole* refers to the case of the 
Jsws, and to the utter and final destruction of the Rabbinic 
ated Pharisaic system. Lr. Whitly, is nearly of the same 
^^^'ientiment^-Calmet, wonders at the want cf candor in the 
;; , Krbtestant writers, who have gleaned up every abusive 
vie against the Bishops and church or Rome *^ «.tidi ^^«^ 



32 THEOLOGICAL PISCI;SSI6n. 

them, ** Would they be willing that the Catholics should 
credit all the aspersions cast on Protestantism, by its ene- 
mies ?" It then appears that *^ all great Protestant writers/' 
do not understand this man of sin to be the Roman church. 
What ever it was, it was destroyed at the coming in judg- 
ment. If the Roman church is the man of sin that Paul 
speaks of, I can prove that the *' Reformed '^ church to which 
my friend belongs, is a child of this man of sin, and children 
generally resemble their parents. 

He quotes several passages more, that speak of the 
coming of Christ, which I will now notice. I wish you 
to bear in mind, that I admit a future coming of Christ 
to raise the dead, but deny that he will then come in judg- 
ment ; and any passage that he may quote, that speaks of the 
future coming of Christ, will render his cause no aid, 
unless ^W^men^ is connected with it. Ph*ase remember this. 
"The glorious appearing of the great God, and our Savior 
Jesus Christ," sp^en of in Titus, 2: 11, seems to refer to the 
resurrection ; a»d Paul, in Col. 3: 4, may refer to the same 
event. Neither of these texts say a word about ^'w^Z^wen/, 
and therefore, are of no service to him. Of course his com- 
ing to raise the dead, will be a "glorious appearing," and his 
coming in judgment, was "glorious" in some respects ; for 
he came to $av^ as well as' destroy ; to reward as well 
as punish. 

I am . surprised that my friend supposes Matthew 24: 
30, refers to the resurrection of the dead. That whole 
chapter is parallel with Luke 21, and I proved positively, 
that the latter chapter was all fulfilled at the overthrow 
of the Jewish nation, and he has not ventured a word 
in reply to my remarks. If he can overthrow my position, 
why does he not do it 1 Why jump to a parallel passage^ 
and pay no attention to my explanation and arguments ? Is 
this the course one pursues who is seelting for truth ? But 
why did h© not read the 34th verse, which is as follows; 
" Verily I say unto you, this generation shall not pass 

TILL 'ALL THESE THINGS BE FULFILLED." This forever SCttlcS 

the controversy. The coming of Christ, was to take place 
during the generation our Lord was on the earth. My 
friend says, did the Jews see him come ? I answer, y£s, in 
the iento imented. Dr. Clarkei thus comments on the 
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Mhh verae^ quoted by my friend :— >^ Then 4Acff appear the 
sign «/ <Ae Son of Man. The pZain meaning of this is, th«t 
the deslruetiim of Jerusalemj will be such a remarkable 
iQAance of divine vengeance, sach a signal manifestation of 
CkristU power and glory^ that all the Jewish tribes shall 
mourn, and many will, in consequence of this manifestation 
of God, be led to acknowledge Christ and his religion." 
Dr. Clarke must be right, for Chcist said that the coming 
should take place within a few years. I shall silently pass 
all bis little tidk about my not believing certain declarations of 
our Savior. It is beneath contempt. The verse from 
Rev. 2: 7, speaks of the same coming that Jesus speaks ' 
of in the passage we have jusi neticed. Dr. Clarke refers 
H to the destruction of the Jewish nation. Hear him : ** Be* 
hold he Cometh with clouds, and everj^ eye shall see him. 
This relates to his coming to execute judgment on the 
enemies of his religion ; perhaps, to his coming to destroy 
Jerusalem, as he was to be particularly manifested to 
them that pierced him ; which must mean the incredulous 
tnd rebellious Jews. And alt the kindreds of the earth shall 
vat/, because of him. By this, the Jewish people are most 
evidently intended, and therefore, the whole vebse may be 
understood as predicting the destruction of the JewSa'' 
He next cites, for the second time, Luke 21: 27, without 
making an effort to prove my exposition of it to be false ! I 
should be ashapied to pursue such a course myself; but 
I suppose it is the very best he can do. I have-not said that 
the coming of Christ was after the destruction of Jerusalem. 
Why will he continue to misrepresent me? He cites 1 
Thess. 4, to prove a future coming of Christ, and I admit 
that the coming at the resurrection is intended ; But it should 
he borne in mind that Paul, in that chapter, says not one word 
about judgment. He again cites 2 Thess. I : which I have 
ivice shown has no reference to the resurrection. He: tells 
ps that the eoming spoken of there, and in the first epistle, are 
identical , without one word of proof that he is correct ! When 
he proves the identity of those comings, he will have 
accomplished something for his cause ; but that he can 
never do. He says he understands me; but from the man- 
ner he blends passages that speak of ChrisVa comvK^ xu 
Ms^nen/, with those that speak of his coming ax tke Ttwt 
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recHon of the deadf I am Idd to think he misundantaiidsiMi 
but I think there is no room for that, for I have been ?ery 
pariicularto keep these two comings distinct in my remarks. | 

He labored h{^rd» to show that the coming in judgment was * 
a ptrsonOfl coming, because it is said he would be secfii. 
But if he was a little more familiar with the Bible, he would 
not have deemed that circumstance posiMve proof. A few 
passages will serve to illustrate the meaning of such expres- 
sions. 2 Sam, 22: 10, 11, '* He bowed the heavens and 
CAME DOWN ; and darkness was under his feet. And He 
«0B£ upon a cherub, and did fly, and he was seen upon the 
i¥ings of the wind." Here David speaks of his own deliv- 
erance, and says the Lord came down and rodej and did jljf» 
and was seen. Mr. Franklin, would you not think I was 
very foolish, if I should contend this -^f^'^ vl personal coming 
of the Lord God ? Well sir, you are now acting as foolish 
a part as I should act. 1 Isa, 19, 1, " The burden of 
Egypt; behold, the Lord rideth upon a swift, cloud, 
and shall come into Egypt : and the idols of Egypt shall 
be moved at his presence." ileiw a judgment- i« Eg^ 
is spoken of, and it is Said the Lord would rf/ie, would com 
and the idols would be moved at his presence. Why 
don't Mr. P. contend this is a personal coating ? I want to 
hear his explanation of these passages, for I presume his 
explanation of them, will be the correct meaning of all 
those passages that speak of the Jews seeing Christ come in 
judjgment. 

J will now introduce some passages that speak of Christ's 
coming in judgment, and you will observe that it was soon to 
take place, 

1. " Jesus saith unto him, (Peter,) if I will that he tany 
till I come, what is that to thee ?" The only escape from this 
passage, is to take the ground that the apostle John, is 
still living ! 2. ** See that ye come behind in no^ift; waii- 
ing for the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.'^ If this 
scripture does not prove that a coming of Christ was looked 
for in the days of the Apostles, then no language could prove it 
3. "That thou keep this commandment without spot, unre* 
bukab'e, U7itll the appearing,^' 4. " Be patient, therefore, 
brethren, unto the coming of the Lord, Behold the husband- 
man waitetb for the precious fruits of the earth, and hath 



CHBIlST*S S£CONP COMING. 36 

long patieace for it, until he receives the early and latter 
raiDS. Be ye, also patient, establish your hearts, for the 
conaing of the Lord DRAWETH NIGH." James v. 7, 8. 
To say in the face of such a text as this, that ihe early 
Christians were not taught to expect a coming of the Lord, 
in their day and time, amounts almost to sheer infidelity ! 
Mark the language. Be patient, estahlish your hearts, 
for the coming. of the Lord DKAWETII NIGH. 5. " And 
to wait for His Son from heaven, ^yhom He hath raised from 
the dead." — J Thess. 1: 10. '* And the very God of peace, 
sanctify you wholly, and 1 pray God, your whole spirit, soul, 
and hodifj be. preserved blameless, U7ito to the coming of our 
Lord Jesus Chrisi.'* — v. 23. These passages prove that the 
Thessalonians also looked for the Lord Jesus, in their 
day and time. 7. " Not forsaking the assembling of your- 
selves together, as- the manner of some is; but exhorting 
one another ; and so much the mqre, as ye see the day 
APPROACHING." — Heb. 1(3: 25. 8. ** For yet a little while, 
and he that sliall come will come, and will not tarry." — 
Ver. 37. What sense would there have been in all this, 
if Paul knew that the Lord would not come before twenty 
cetUuiies after the time he was writing? 0. *^ Blessed is he 
that readeth, and they that hear the. words of this prophecy, 
and keep those things which are written therein, for-the time 
is at hand,^^ — Rev. 1:3.- ♦* Behold I come quickly,^- — Rev. 
£2: 7« '^ H« which testifieth these things saith, surely 
I come quickly. Amen. Even so, come, Lord Jesus." My 
friend contends that the coming spoken of in the passages 
just quoted, is the coming in judgment. Have I not, then, 
proved as conclusively as language can prove anything, thatv^ 
this coming is past ; and if so, the judgment connected with 
it, is also past. 

I shall now prove by the holy scriptures, that the gospel 
kingdom was to be established with justice and judgment; 
for while my friend is trying to show that judgment will 
be in eternity ^ and at the close of the gospel kingdom, 
I shall endeavor to show that it was to be on earth, and 
at the commencement of the gospel kingdom. ^^ For unto 
us a child is born, \into us a son is given ; and the govern- 
ment shall be upon his shoulders. * * * * * * Of 
the increase of nis government and peace ^ there shall h^ xv^ 
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end^upon the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, t^ 
order it^ and to establish with it judgment ^ and with Justiif^ 
from hence forth even forever." — Isa 9: 6,7. "He^hatl 
bring forth judgment to the Gentiles." — Isa 22: 2. ** He 
shall noj fail nor be discouraged, till* he have set JUDGMENr 
IN THE EARTH, and the isles shall wait for his law." Isa. ^ 
42: 4. "When thy JUDGMENTS ARE in the earth, the in- 
habitans of the world will learn righteousness." Isa. 27: 9. 
" But let him that glorieth, glory in this, that he understand- 
eth and knoweth me, that I am the Lord which exercise lov- 
ing kindness, judgment, and righteousness in the eartii." 
Jer. 9 : 24. ** Behold the days come, saith the L»rd, that I 
will raise unto David a righteous branch, and a; kii^ shall 
reign and prosper, and execute JUDGMENt and justice iw 
THE earth." Jer. 23: 6. My friend, ^and others of the 
limitarian school, are fond of saying that justice is not done 
in the earth, and therefore must be done in eternity. But 
what saith the scripture ] "I v^iW judge thee in the place 
where thou was created^ in tJie land of thy nativity." Eze. 
21 : 30. "Behold the righteous shall be recompensed w 
THE EARTH ; much more the wicked and the sinner."' Pro. • 
11: 31. "For the TIME is come (not will come) that judg- 
ment MUST begin at the house of Gdd." 1 Pet. 4: 1-7. 
" And I saw another angel fly in the midst of heaven, hav- 
ing the everlasting gospel to preach unto them that dwell 
ON THE EARTH, and to cvcry nation, and kindred, and tongue, 
and people, saying with a loud voice, fear God, and give 
glory to him; for the hour of his judgment IS COME." 
Rev. \4: 6, i, I wish my friend to notice the fact in his next 
speech, that whenever the scriptures speak of judgment they 
say nothing o( resurrection ; and that the reverse is also 
true. 

Mr. Franklin thinks that the apostle could not speak of 
one coming in one epistle, and of another coming in an- 
other epistle! hence he infers that the coming spoken of 
in the second letter to the Thessalonians is the same as 
that mentioned in the first letter! This is somthing new 
under the snn and cannot be answered of course ! ! But re- 
ally I do hope for his own sake at least, that he will try and 
do better than this. [ Ti7ne expired,] 
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L MK. FRANKLIN'S THIRD SPEECH. 

' Jk. Chairmax : * 

Vtj last speech, as you must be well aware, remains with* 
outaay thing that deserves the name of a reply. So far as 
my opponent has at all alluded to my arguments, he has gen* 
«*lly, if not in every instance, endeavored to call off the 
minds of our hearers to new issues, as it appears to me, to 
obscure those made in my speech. In order tq do this he 
has made some statements that I think will look bad in a 
printed book. One of these statements he made in the first 
sentence he uttered in his last speech, viz : that I said *^ there 
was no difference b^Hireeen the fear of the Lord and the 
fear of hell." This statement he made out and out, unless 
he understands the words of Jesus, quoted by me, "fear 
Mm who can destroy both soul and body in hell," to mean 
that there is no difference between the fear of the Lord and 
the fear of hell. But he felt unable to describe the horrors 
of hell in his own language, and conseqilently has selected 
some of the most horrific descriptions he could find from the 
language of others. This he gives you as a description of 
his view of hell, of course, for I have attempted no descrip* 
{ion of my view of its horrors. Yet, you know, he will have 
k, that hell is in this world ! Well, if itis in this world, and 
as awful as he describes it to be, it is the strangest thing in 
Ae world that he cannot tell us what it is ! Now, it is aston- 
". ishingto me, that sinners in this world, can suffer the scorch- 
iDgs of aach an awful hell as he describes, and not even know 
it; but it is so^ because it is so ! He need not tell you that 
he is describing an orthodox hell, or the hell that I believe 
». in— the hell of the Bible is what we are concerned with, and 
y if he does not mean this, he is merely singing this old song 
' ,o?er for effect. But he become so vexed that he could not 
restrain his temper, and burst forth in the following vent of 
his feelings: "The god of partialism is the first, the last, 
the all in Uiis infernaJ business of tormenung aTvd\>vvm\tv^?"* 
fl^/> fhows what be thinks of that God, v?\\o ^«^^a>''^^i 
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shall have their part in the lake which burns with fire aiMi 
brimstone," and of that Savior, who speaks of a '* lake of 
fire prepared for the devil and his angels/' The doijigB of 
that God, and his Son^ our Lord, he takes upon himself to 
call *Mnf£rnal business of tormenting and BuaMnto." 
Remember that ** tormenting " and ** burning ^^' are both tbi 
very language of the book of God, applied to the pniiisb- 
ment of the wicked. Yet this '* tormenting '' and ^' bnmiiig" 
of which God himself speaks, het;alls ** infernal business," 
in the presence of this respectable audience 1 ! ! 

Again he says, that I allow he will repent of sayine'' there 
are difierent degrees in glory." That is not what I said it 
all. Bu^I said, and I now repeat it, that he will repeat for 
saying, ** I do believe that abusing or inlproving our time ia 
this world will affect in some degree our future situation." 
It is true I quoted the full sentence before^ but my rerosda 
showed that what I have, now quoted was what I said Jie 
would repent of. He is not therefore to turn the. whole met* 
ter off to the different degrees of glory. But *in the state* 
ment just quoted, viz, that he ^^helieves that aJmiing or im- 
proving our time in this world wili. Effect in stmu di- 
gret our future situation,*' he has yielded up the bottom, 
corner stone, the grand pillar, an4 main distinguishing char- 
acteristic of his whole theory. The cry has been from Dan 
to Bersheba, that a finite being, in a finite state, could not de 
any thing that could in the least affect an infinito state; but 
all this is now given up, and Mr. M. *^ believes that abusiag 
or improving our talents \n this world will effect in some 
degree our future condition.*' In order to help hira out, 
and to try to convince his brethren that he is right in this, t 
referred 10 the Savior's parable of the talents ; but he will 
not have the Savior with him, and insists that the parable of 
the talents has lio reference to the eternal state. Well, I 
cannot get hitn to agree to any thing — not even with himself. 
At one lime, the improvement of 'our talents will affect our 
future situation^ and at another time, it has no leference to 
it. But you may rely upon it, my friends, that he was right 
in the first place, and that neglecting or improving our Int- 
ents will effect our future condition; for the Savior saya, 
'^the unprofitable servant shall be cast into outer darkness; 
there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth." Now, if all 
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l^ho neglftct to ioMsrove their tatenta are east Into thie outet 
darkness, ami saiTar. this weeping and gnashing of teeth, in 
this life, it is hot very severe on a great rnany of them, for 
they seem entirely unconscious of it! But this is not 
itrange to a man who can helieve that sinners can be tor- 
inented forever and ever in this life, and suffer the ven« 
geance of an eternal fire, without koowing that they have 
been in* hell at all I Sach is the consummate nonsense Uni« 
versa! ism makes of the word of God. 

The gentleman- tells you that I complain because he did 
not prove from history that the apostles and Christ told the 
truth. You all know better than this. We all know that 
they told the truth, but when he says that the coming of 
Christ to judge the. world is past, he says what they never 
said ; and therefore I simply complain that he did not prove 
what he said himself. He tells you that the coming of 
Christ to judge tha word— to render to every man according 
as his work shall be — tortake vengeance on them that know 
not God, by flaming fire-i-40 torment them forever and ever, 
with n-sorer punishment than death, without mercy, is all 
past* Welt, I complain of him for not pointing us to the 
time when it passed. This he hesitates upon^.and no won« 
der, for he sees the quick-sand upon which 1 am bound to 
strand hiim A mighty judgment, that of which he speaks, 
when' he cannot tell m ^hat it is I He says, ''as Christ 
4might he would com^, in judgment in the iife-time of some 
who were living when he Was on earth, I believe that event 
to6.k place- exactly as l^e intended." He will have to read 
his Bible again, for Christ never taught any such thing. Ho 
cannot find that language in. the whole Bible. 

No one, as 1 know of, ever thought there will be tT^o judg* 
inentd after death. I have isaid nothing of but one judgment 
after death, and therefore all his parade about the two jodg* 
ments after death, is like the printer's "two lines which look 
so solemn, just put in to fill up the cplumn." But what a 
glorious disciplinary influence his judgment and punishment 
are to have in this world, when not one sinner under the 
whole heavens knows what or when they were, and he as a 
minister of righteousness, is almost dstermined not to tell 
what they were, or when they were. But if he cannot tell 
US where his judgment waSf I can very soon show you where 
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he is. " He is in a most sad dilemma, froffn which he never 
ean escape, which I will now show in a very few words.— 
He dare not. say that the judgment Christ will visit on the 
wicked at his coming, is the hell of conscience, for if he 
does,, he either admits that conscience is done away, and all 
past in the life-time of the apostles ; or else he admits tUt 
my affirmative is true, and tnat the coming of Christ is fu* 
tore. Come friiand M^tell us how you are to get along with 
this beautiful theory of yours ! ! Did Christ come in h* 
ming fire — ^in the fiexceness and wrath of Almighty God, vis* 
iting the terrible judgment of the hell of conscience opon 
the disobedient in the life-time of some of the apostles?^ 
And is it so that conscience was done away, and that tfaeflft' 
ming fire of its fierce lashings has gone out, and that there is 
to be nothing of it in the future ? If Christ has come, and 
visited all the fierce judgments: upon the world in the life^time 
of the apostles, he ever intends fo, then 1 may treat you as 
I please in this discussion hereafter, without any fears of 
being judged in this world or that which ie to come. Tbis, 
my friend, now contends for, and consequently there is no 
judgment for us. What a blessed and restraining influence 
it will have on the wicked, to tell them that in me days of 
the apostles, God inflicted upon the wicked the lashings of a 
guilty conscience, but that this judgment is now done away^* 
and that the coming of Christ to judge the world is not Ihture I 
But I must have pity on him* for he^ heartily sick of the 
hell of conscience, and says, ^* this nonsense about the hell 
of conscience is worthy of no notlcie, and I shall not give it 
any." My Universalian friends, did you observe- that ! Af- 
ter all his preaching to you about the hell' of conscience, he 
now' is completely driven from that point, and calls it,^'^ thit 
nonsense about the hell of conscience^ Well, he is right, 
it is nonsense, and not only iK)nsense, but downright foolish- 
ness^ ahd I am glad to hear him cry out. so lustily. 

My friend is beginning to commit himself to some extent. 
He says, " I have not said the coming of Christ was after 
the destruction of Jerusalem. Why will he continue to mis- 
represent me ? " Again he says, " I am surprised that he 
supposes that Matt. 24 : 36, refers to the resurrection of the 
dead. That whole chapter is parallel with Luke 21, and 1 
proved positively that the latter chapter was all fulfilled at 
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the overthrow of the Jewish nation." Now let me have 
your attention to the 24th of Matt., and see whether he 
has proved that the coming of Christ there spoken of, was 
all fulfilled at the destruction of the Jewish nation. At the 
2£d verse, he is speaking of \h^ destruction of Jerusalem* 
and at the 23d says, " Then if SiOy man ^all say unto you 
Lo, here is Christ, or there ; believe it not,." What t^me 
do>es he refer to, w4)en he says '^ Then if any man shall say 
to y©u ? " Evidently '*'/A^n " at the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem. Well, what " then 1 ^' Why, " if any man shall *iy 
to you Lo, here is Christ, halieve it not,*^ Mr. M.^ " thpu 
art the man." You say, there was Christ ; and Christ says, 
" believe it not^ Shall we believe you ? or believe Christ 1 
when he says, ^^helieve it not,^^ At the 29ih verse^ the Sa- 
vior proceeds : <* Immediately after the tribulation of those 
days." The uibulation of yrhat days ? The destruction 
of Jerusalem, surely. Well, what shall be >* immediately 
after the tribulation of those days ? " The Savior ansgnrers : 
•* Then shall upbear the sign of the Son of Mati it^ the 
heaven.''^ Well, then the sign of the Son of man did not 
appear in the heaven till after the destruction of Jerusalem, 
and of course the coming of Christ itself was after the sign 
pf his coming. Then Mr. M, did not prove positively that 
this chapter and the 2 1st of Luke ^^ were all fulfilled at the 
destruction of Jerusalem," as he says he did, anil the de« 
struction of Jerusaleni is so far from being called the com- 
ing of Christ, that the sign dp jhj3^ coming is declared i)y 
the Lord himself to be after that event, and of cdiirse the 
coming must be after the sign of the coming. If Mr. M. 
could have seen any man at the destruction of Jerusalem, cry- 
ing, " Lo, Aere is Christ,'' in the place of "b^ieving it 
NOT^" as Jesus commanded him, he would have joined and 
assisted in making the proclamation in the very deed, for at 
this distant period, he contends that Christ was there, afid 
it was there "every eye " saw him ! Well, he takes upon 
himself to say, you must believe y what Jesus said you must 
not believe. 1 have now proved, beyond the possibility of 
refutation, that at the time of the destrucuon of Jurusalem, 
Jesus was not there, and if any man should say he was, that 
we are not to believe it ; and that the sign of the coming of 
Christ did not appear in heaven till aftex \Vv«i \x\fcNx\%Ass^ 
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of those days, and consequetitly that the coming mutt be 
after that, so that great event must be sought in some other 
direction. 

I am aware that I referred to several passages where the 
coming of Chridt is spoken of and nothing said about Judg* 
ment, and I think Mr. M. knefw what I referred to them for. 
In his former speech he had placed the coming of Chriet 
**in glory and judgment," among the things that were, and 
I quoted these passages that speak of his** coming inglor^!* 
to show that the coming in glory is future This point I 
gained so fully, that he admitted in his last speech, that the 
coming at the resurrection, would be a coming in glory; but 
he allows the first coming, or the coming at the destruction 
of Jerusalem, as he calls it, was a coming in glory. Welli 
he is a strange composition any way you can look at him. 
At one time he calls the work oi' ** tormenting and btirning " 
** infernal business," and then at another time, when he 
speaks of the torture, starvation aud human butchery that 
took place at the destruction of Jerusalem, he calls it the ap- 
pearing of Christ in "glory and judgment I ! " 

When I ask him to acknowledge his faith in certain pas- 
sages, he tells you that he shall silently pass them. That 
is exactly what I told you at the beginning. I knew I should 
find some passages he would not confess his faith in. * You 
see then already that it has come to pass, and he will not 
admit that he believes the passages referred to. 

1 stated in the outset that my friend finding eomething 
ealled a coming of Christ, which was past, would not avail 
him any thing, unless he could show that it was the coming 
of Christ to judge the world. Yet in his last speech, he has 
referred to several passages that speak of some coming of 
Christ, but not one which speaks of coming to judge the 
world. Now I admitted that there are places where a 
coming of Christ is spoken of, that do not allude to the com- 
ing to judge the world, and that there are judgments spoken 
of that, are in this world; therefore all his references to 
judgments and comings amount to nothing, unless he refers 
to those that speak of a coming' to judge the world. He re- 
fers to several passages that speak of judgments, but which 
of them speaks of judging <Ae world 1 The world was not 
judged at tha destruction of Jerusalem, nor at at any time 
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since that event) or else the word vwld does not include a//, 
for millions upon millions of the world had not come into 
existence at that time, and in all probability have net yet 
come into existenco, and if the coming to judge the world 
is not future, those who have not yet come upon- the stage of 
action will not be judged at all. Yet he tells you every 
man will be rewarded according to his works, in one breath, 
and in the neit, that the day of rewards passed in the life* 
time of some the apostles. His tohole world then, simply 
means ^e few who were destroyed at the destruction of Je^ 
rusalem. You will see him attach a diflerent meaning to 
the words whole worlds when his affirmative comes up. ' 

But if you will observe, he is involved in another diffi« 
culty* He says that he has proved that the coming to judge 
the world was in the life-time of some of the apostles^ It 
must be then, that the coming to judge the world took plaoe 
before the destruction of Jerusalem,, for if I understand him, 
the apostles all died before that event took place, and that 
the whole volume of God was completed, and the judgments 
spoken of in the book of Revelations, were all fulfilled at 
the destruction of Jerusalem. Now can he prove that the 
coming in judgment was in the life-time of some of the 
apostles, and that they all died before the destruciion of Jeru- 
salem, and yet that the comtng was at the time of that sad 
catastrophe f And can the Savior's words be true, at the 
same time, which put the the sign of his coming immedi- 
ately ufter the tribulation of those days ? And are the Sa- 
vior's words to be believed when he says, '* If any man shall 
say Lo, here is Christ, believe it not 1 " If they are, my 
friend's words are not to be relied on, when he says, the 
coming of Christ was there, and that &very eye saw him 
there. 

I have now proved beyond alLdoubt, that my friend does 
not believe that sinners of our day will ever be judged or 
punished in any wiay for sin, not oven by the lashings of con- 
science, for the coming of Christ to judge the world, was all 
fulfilled at the destruction of Jerusalem, and since that time 
there has been no hell, judgment, or punishment of any 
kind for the ungodly, and never will be; and therefore my 
friend and myself can talk and believe just what we please, 
without an^ danger of being brought to fULTd%tivicx^ i^ ^«t% 
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wUl not'-'^ete eannoi, and there shall not ba any future 
judgment. Yet he says the wicked shall not go unpunished. 
Sublime theory ! Glorious consistency ! Who will prosti- 
tute his reputation for good judgment and sense^ so as to 
Bwaliow down such an egregious bundle of silly contradic- 
tions and nonsense. 

Mr. M. has now admitted that 1 Thess. 4 : 14, 18, refers 
to the coming at the resurrection of the dead, and conse- 
quently that it is personal ; but he takes it upon himself to 
deny that the coming spoken of in 2 Thess. 1 : 8, 9, refers 
to the same event ! What reason does he give for suppo- 
sing that the apostle here speaks of two comings ] None 
at all, but his bare assertion. This is not sufficient to con- 
vince this respectable audience. But I can show the best 
reasons in the world for believing that both passages allude 
to the same coming. The apostle, in the first epistle, speaks 
of the personal coming at the resurrection of the dead, and 
then without giving^ the slightest intimation that he speaks 
of any other coming than the one he had before spoken of, 
speaks of his coming in the second letter, in several of the 
same words used in the first letter. For instance, in the 
first he says, *^the Lord himself shall decend from heaven 
with a shout." In his second he says, "the Lord Jesus 
shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels." In 
the first he says, " then we which are alive and remain,'8hall 
be caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the 
Lord in the air, and so shall we ever be with the Lord." — 
Ii>Hhe the sicond he says, " when ha shall come to be glo- 
rified in his saints, and to be admired in all them that be- 
. lieve." Did the Lord come to be glorified in them that be- 
lieve at the destruction of Jerusalem ? Surely not. But he 
will when the saints shall be caught up to meet the Lord in 
the air. As it is expressed in the 3d of Col., " then shall 
we also appear with him in glory." This perfectly accords 
with Matt. 26 : 31. " When the Son of man shall come in 
."his glory, and all the holy angels with him, then shall he 
sit upon the throne of his glory." In these passages, we 
have the Lord coming from heaven, the angels with him^ 
the irump of God, the resurrection of the dead, the Son of 
God^ upon the throne of his glory, and all the nations as- 
sembled before him. Well, now wd have come to the time 
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of tbe judgment. Is it past or future ? He adntits that one 
of the passages speaks of the resurrection state. Well, then 
they bAI do, for they evidently all relate to the same time. — 
Was there to be a judgment after death ? or was all judg- 
ment to behefore death ? "I charge thee, therefore, before 
God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick 
and dead at his appearing and kingdom." 2 Tim. 4: 1. 
Here then, is judgment, an appearing, and akingdom^at 
which the dead are to be judged. Yes, it is asserted in so 
many words, that the dead sh^W be judged at the appearing 
of Christ. This scripture, my friend does not believe, for 
he contends that the dead shall not be judged. The apostle 
Peter says, Christ " was ordained of God to be the judge of 
the quick and dead." Acts 10: 42. Does my friend be- 
lieve this passage ? If he does I hope he will tell you so. 
The very moment he says he believes this passage, he ad- 
mits that the dead will be judged. This he does not believe. 
But again the word of the Lord says, '* it is appointed unto 
men once to die, but after this the judgment." Heb. 9 : 27. 
And the very next verse after this connects the judgment af- 
ter death with the coming of Christ. Then if the language 
of God can prove any thing, I have proved that the judg- 
ment at the coming of Christ is after death. Indeed the 
word of the Lord says, "after that the judgment." — 
Mr. M. do you believe this scripture I I do not ask you if 
you believe my view of it, but is it true ? If it is, judgment 
will be ** after death," for that is just what it says. John 
says, "I saw a great white throne, and him that sat on*!*, 
from whose face the heaven and the earth fled away 4 and 
there was found no place for them. And I saw the dead, , 
small and great,, stand before God; and the books were * 
opened r and another book was opened, which is the boolc of ' 
life ; and the dead were judged out of those things which 
were written in the books, according to their works. And 
.the sea gave up the dead which were in it; and death and. 
hell delivered up the dead which were in them ; and they 
were judged every man according to their works." Rev. . 
20; 11-1.3. This passage is as explicit as language can be. 
It places the king upon his throne, and specifics the dead 
three times over, and even mentions the repository of the 
dead, and the books out of which they should be judged. — 
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Does Mr* M. believd the kiM -will ait upon the throne, wsi 
that the dead will stand before him /• Does he helieve as 
stated in this passage, that the dead will he judged ? 

I will now spend a moment to place Mr. M. in his proper 
attitude before this community. He has enquired what good 
punishment after death can do ? I answer, that it will main- 
tain the government of God throughout the universe, and 
especially to restrain evil spirits in this world. But can be 
tell us what good such. a punishment as he talks of will do? 
Will it restrain sinners to tell them Jerusalem is destroyed 1 
Will it restrain sinners to tell them the judgment is past ?— 
Will it restrain them to preach up a hell of conscience in 
one breath, and then, call it ^^ this nonsense about the hell of 
conscience" in the nextl Will it restrain sinners to tell 
them in one sermon,- that the day of judgment came in the 
life-time of the apostles, and in the next sermon, that every 
day is a day of judgment ? A mighty restraining doctrine to 
tell sinners, that every man shall be rewarded according to 
his works, and then when asked what that reward is, tell him 
the destruction of Jerusalem ! . All that are in their graves 
came forth at the destruction of Jerusalem, they that had 
done good to the resurrection of life, and they that had 
done evil to the resurrection of damnation ; and it was 
there the dead, small and great stood before God, and were 
judged ; yes, and it was there the Lord Jesus was revealed 
from heaven in flaming fire, taking vengeance on them that 
knew not God and obeyed not the the gospel ; and it was there 
the hell of conscience passed away ! ! ! At this day there 
is no hell of conscience, or any other hell, and never will 
be, for there is no coming of Christ to judge the ^* quick and 
• dead," in the future ! [Time expired.'] 
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MR. MANFORD'S THIRD REPLY. 



Ladies and Ge»tli:i4En :- 

Many things said by Mr. Franklin in his last speech 
are of an irrelevant nature, and 1 shall therefore pass 
them by without comment or notice. 

The first thing which has any bearing on the question, is 
his denial of the fact that "Christ taught that he would come 
in judgment during the lifetime of some who were living 
when he was on earth." lie says I will have to read my 
Bible again, "for Christ never taught any such thing." 
Well, let us see ; 1 have asserted that he did, and I seldom 
make assertions, my friends, without I know whereof I af- 
firm. Turn, to Matt. 16: 27, 28: "For the Son of man 
shall come in the glory of his Father, with his angels, and 
then he shall reward every man according to his works; 
verily I say unto you, there be some standing here who shall 
nohtaste of death, till they see the Son of man coming in his 
KINGDOM." Here you see, he declares that he was to come 
in his kingdom to reward every man according to his works, 
before some whom he addressed should taste of death. Was 
he not then to "come in judgment during the lifetime of some 
who were living when he was on earth?" I leave it to you 
to decide. 

The two Judgments after death: — I know Mr. Franklin 
had not said "anythipg about two judgments after death;" and 
no doubt he would be glad if I had said nothing about them — 
but does he not believe in "two judgments after death?" — 
^T^hat's the question ! He has a good deal to say about my 
ihconsistencies — let us look at some of his. Does he not 
' believe the soul goes either to heaven or hell immediately 
after death ? A^d does it not go to the one or the other 
place, in accordance with a judgment pronounced upon it, 
deciding that it is deserving of either the one or other, as the 
character of the individual irtfl^ have been ? This is the 
common doctrine, and I will venture to say that Mr. Frank- 
lin believes it, or at least acquiesces in it* If he does not, 
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let him tell what he thinks becomes of the soul, immdiately 
after death. This, then, is one judgment. But does he floi 
believe in anothef judgment— a great and terrible judgment, 
when the thousands that have gone to heaven, and the mil- 
lions (if orthodoxy be true) that have gone lo hell, will be 
brought back again, all congregated together and judged over 
again 1 This is what is to take place at that judgment which 
he fs now trying to prove. I only give you this as one of 
the beauties of my friend's system ! You can pursue the 
subject at your leasure. 

My friend next comes to the 24th chapter of Matthew; and 
truly he labors hard to make it appear that Christ was not to 
come till after the destruction of Jerusalem ! He admits 
that he was to come ^Hmmediately^* after that event; but he 
thinks it could not have been previous to it, nor at the time 
of it. His argument is based upon the adverb ^Hhen.^^ He 
says, '*At the 22d verse he i^ speaking of the destruction of 
Jerusalem." The gentleman has fallen into a slight error 
here; — Chrisris speaking, not of the destruction of the city, 
but of the '•tribulation" that was immediately to precede it — 
of wars and rumors of wars — nation rising against nation — 
kingdom against kingdom — famines, pestilence, earthquakes, 
&c. — which were "the beginning of sorrows;" and of "false 
prophets," and "false Christs," and finally of the approach of 
the Roman army, (or "the abomination of desolation spoken 
of by Daniel) and, in the 23d verse, says: ^*Tken if any man 
shall say unto you, Lo here is Christ, or theie, believe it 
n<n." But I. will admit, for the sake of the argument, that 
the word "Men" applies to the destruction of Jerusalem — 
that Christ had reference to that very identical time, as Mr. 
Franklin contends; — and what will his argument amount lol 
Just nothing at all ! "Then (at the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem) if any man shall say unto you" — mark that, "if any 
m4in shall say unto you, Lo here is Christ, or there, believe 
it not." And why 1 Becijiuse "there shall arise false 
Qhrists, and false prophets, and shall shew great signs and 
wonders" — "and shall deceive many" — "the very elect, 
if it were possible !" And further, because you are lo take 
no man's word in this matiMK Behold, 1 have told you he* 
fore! "False Chrisu" did arise at that time, and deceived, 
many — as history testifies ; and Christ knowing that this ^ 
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would be the case, cautioned his disciples against them-— 
lelling them to take no maii^s word; that if any man shall 
say unto you, Lo here ; believe it not ; depend uppn your 

^ own senses, and upon what I have told you — *'For as light- 
ning Cometh out of the east, and shineth even unto the west, . 
so shall the coming of the Son of man be." You are to 
**look up" to the heavens for his "sign," and "see him com- 
ing in the clouds, with power and great glory." You are 
noi to look for him "in the desert," nor "in the secret 
chamber!" — nor are ygu to take any man's word for it, but 
rely upon yourselves, and upon what I have told you ! 

But let us read on a little further, my friends, since we 
have got into the merits of the case, we may as well go 
through with it. ^^Immediately after the tribulation of those 
days:" I understand the ^^tribulation of those days" to 
refer to the "tribulations" which immediately preceded the 
destruction of Jerusalem; — but as Mr. Franklin is desirous 
that it should be referred to the time of the destruction, I am 
willing to accommodate him, as it is a matter of but little 
consequence, so far as the main question is concerned. It 
means, then,, the destruction of Jerusalem. Well, "Immedi- 
ately after the destruction of the city, shall the sun be dark- 
ened,' and the moon shSll not give her light, and the stars 
shall fall from heaven, &c., and then shall appear the sign 
of the Son of man in heaven, and then shall the tribes of 
the earth (or land) mourn ; and then (when? Why then,) 

^ shall ye see the son of man. coming in the clouds of heaven, vfiih 
power and great glory." How long, think you, my friends, 

\ is immediatelyl You recollect Mr. Franklin admitted in his 
last speech that "the sign of the Son of man, was to be 
seen immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem. Itold 
you in my previous speech that I had not^aid "the coming 
of Christ wci^ after the destruction of Jerusalem." The 
gentleman, true to his nature, caught at tba bait, and so goes 
right to work in his last speech to prove that the "5ign" of 
ihe Son of man, and his "coming," were to take place im- 
mediately after the destruction of Jerusalem I He is a won- 
{Jerful man to catch at little things A^ But what better does 
it make it for him, whether Christ was to come before^ at, or 

Jmttediately after the destruction of Jerusalem ? He must 

«??ftl1fect*t^^^ was not onJ/ immediately a/ter,\)\x\\m'n«4v 
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otBly after that event. How joog, again I would ask, is in- 

MfiDIATELY? 

But let us read on: **Now learn a parable (or lesson) of 
the fig-tree. When his branch is yet tender, and puiieih 
forth the leaves, ye know that summer is nigh ; so likewise 

YE, when YE SHALL SEE THESE THINGS, KNOW THAT JT IS NIGH, 

EVEN AT THE Doolis.'* Know that what is nigh? \Vhy.iu9f 
what he had been talking about — ^the comrng of the Son of 
man in the clouds of heaven, and the end of the world or 
age. And who did he m*8»ft>hy. "ye?" — who were to "see ., 
all these things," and were to, *^^>i^Wi that it was nigh, even 
at the doors? The disciples— the idemijcral persons to whom 
he was speaking. Were not "all th^ . ^things J '—ilie 
coming of the' Son of man included — to take place during 
their lifetime? Were THEY not to SEE "all these tbingsl" 
•• Verily I say ^unio you, this generation shall "not pass till 
ALL THESE THINGS he fulfill €d> Now, recollect 
that his "coming" and every thing else of which he had 
been speaking pr^ious to the 34th verse — included in the 
phrase "a/Z these thirigs^^^-^WBS to take place, 'or "be ful- 
tilled," during that generation. This will not be denied.— 
Here then I rest the matter^-at least until I hear from Mr. 
Franklirr. Say what he will, he cannpt avoid the fact thai 
Christ was to come in the clouds of heaven, with power .^ 
and great glory, during that generation, which, at farthest, ^ 
could not have meant beyctod the^ lifetime of some who were 
living at that time. But by his adnussion .that "the sign" of 
his coming waste be seen "immediately" after the destruc- 
tion of the city, he has yielded the whole matter. For it 
must be evident to all, that the very identical persors who ^ 
were to see the "sign" of his coming, were also to see his 
"coming." I will therefore pass to notice one or two passa- 
ges introduced by ray friend in his last speech. 

"I charge thee therefore, before God and the Lord Jesus 
Christ; who shall judge the quick and the dead, at his apear- 
ing, and his kingdom" — 2 Tiin. 4: 1. 

Mr. Franklin supposes that the word "dead," in this place, 
means those who are literally dead! Well, suppose we ad- 
mit it for a moment, and .see what kind of a judgment we 
shall have. If the word ^^dead** means those that are lit* 
erally dead, then of course the word ^^^uick^^ h^ an oppo. 
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ait^ meaning, and refers to those that are liitrally alivc,-^ 
According then to this exposition of the teXt, people who are 
literally dead^ and who are literally alive, will stand before 
God and be judged I Imagine to yourselves, for a moment, 
my friends, a vast multitude — some deadj and some alive — 
staading up to receive the sentence of the ^cat Judge I 
RecQllect, my friends, I am not ridiculing the bible, nor am 
1 ridiculing Mr. Franklin — it is only his interpretation of the 
passive. I am only showing the conclusions to which his 
view of the text would lead! I am sure he will thank me 
for it, ^d will imtnedately abandon an interpretation which 
presents such a ridiculous view of the subject. 

But that we may^ understand what is meant by the "quick 
and the dead,'' let us turn to Eph. 2: 1, and see what is said. 
*'And you hath he quickened , who were dead in trespasses 
and in sins." Of course then, those who had been "quick- 
ened'* could be called " ^micA: ; " — and those who had 
n<n been **quickened^* were still ^^dead^ These are the 
kind oJ "quick and dead" persons that were to be judged by 
"the Lord Jesus Christ" when he should appear in his 
kingdom — \he righteous and t}i© wicked, or believers and un- 
believers. Let us now see when this judgment was to take 
place. Recollect, it was to be "at his appearing and his 
kingdom;"— or, as more properly rendered by Wakefield, 
Tyndale, and others — at his appearing in his kingdom. We 
have just seen when this "appearing," or "coming of the 
Son of man" was to take place ; but to render the matter. 
more certain, and mak||"assurance doubly sure,'* let us read 
Matt. 16: 28 — "Verilj||'say unio^ou, there be some stand- 
ing here which shalStOt taste of death, till they see the 
Son op man COJjWNCJ IN HIS KINGDOM." Let this 
sufTiee for the present. 

Another passage introfeced by Mr. Franklin is Rev. 20: 
11, 12 — ^**And I saw a great white throne, and him that sat 
on it, from whose face the earth and heaven fled away; and 
there was found no place for them : And I saw the dead, 
small and great, stand before God ; and the books were 
opened ; and another book was opened, whiph \yas the book 
of Life ; and the dead were judged out of those things which 
were written in the books, according to their works." 

Ilim pleased that my friend has introduced this* passage. 
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I have already slated during this discussion, that the coming 
of Christ to set up his judgment, was to be at the time when 
he received his kmgdom, and commenced his reign — and not 
when he was to give up his kingdom and terminated his 
reign. It will be found that this propostion is sustained by 
the passage just read from Revelation, when explained by its 
parallel in Dan. 7: 9-14. These two passages are parallel, 
as my friend admits. Let us now read from Daniel. "1 
beheld till the thrones were cast down, and the Ancient of 
days did sit ; whose garment was white as snow, and the 
hair of his head like the pure wool ; his throne lilft the 
fiery flame, and his wheels as burning fire. A fiery 
stream issued and came forth from before him ; thousand 
thousands ministered unto him, and ten thousand times ten 
thousand stood before him ; the judgment w^as set, and the 
BOOKS WERE OPENED. 1 beheld THEN, bccause of the voice 
of the great words which tiie horn spake. I beheld even 
till the) beast was slain, and its body destroyed and given to 
the burning flame. As concerning the rest of the beasts, 
they had their domiirion taken away; yet their lives were 
prolonged for a season and a time." Here then, according 
to my friend's own admission, is an account of rhe same 
**judgment"of which we have read from Revelation. That 
both Daniel and the Revelator refer to the same scene, is 
evident from their language : The judgment was set — and 
the hooks were opened^ &c. But this "judgment," I aflirm, 
was to be prior ^ or before the coming of ths Son of man to 
receive his kingdom, and to establish his reign upon earih. 
In other words, prior to the opening of the gospel dispensa- 
tion. Let us now read right on from Daniel, beginning 
where we left oflT. *'I saw in the night visions, (during ihe 
same dream, or vision) one like the Son of man came with 
the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient of days, and 
they brought him near before him; (the Ancient of days) 
and there was given him (the Son of man) dominion, and 
glory, and a kingdom, that all people, nations, and lan- 
guages should serve him ; his dominion is an everlasting do- 
minion which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that 
which shall not be destroyed." Now, who does not see 
that this language refers to the commencement of the gospel 
dispensation — when Christ, as the "on§ like the Son of man," 
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was- to receive **doniinion," and "glory," and a **kingdonir' 
In other words, when he was to "come in his kingdoniT' 
It cannot refer to the future state, or the close of the Mes- 
siah's reign; for then he is to "deliver up the kingdom to 
the Father," according to Paul's account in the 15ih of 1 
Corinthians. It refers to the beginning, and not the end' 
ing of Christ's reign. This fact is established beyond dispute. 

Notice now that tlo^s "judgment" of the "Ancieat of 
days," which is the same as is referred to in Rev. %0 — was 
immediately preceeding the time when the "Son of man" 
received his kingdom; consequently it must have taken 
place some 1800 years ago, or more! Having now disposed 
of my friends "tremendous judgment," I pass next to take 
a looK^at his "lake of fire and brimstone." 

He seem§ to think^that this lake of fire and brimstone, 
nieniiioned in Rev. 19: 20, 21, is in the immortal state ; let 
us read the passage and see : "And the beast wsts taken, and 
with him the false prophet that wrought miracles before him, 
with which he deceived them that had received the mark of 
the beast, and them that worshipped his image. These 
both (the beast and the false prophet) were cast ALIVE into 
a lake of fire, burning with brimstone." Now, just so cer- 
tain as "the beast and the false prophet" belong to this mode 
of existence, just so certain does the "lake of fire and brim- 
stone" also. They were to be "cast alive'*'* into it. , Surely 
they could not be "cast alive" into the future state of ex- 
istence ! But let us read a little further and see what be- 
came of them that were "deceived" by the false prophet, 
and that "worshipped the beast's image." "And the rem- 
nant were slain with the sword of him that sat upon the 
horse, which sword proceeded out of his mouth ; and all the 
FOWLS were filled with their FLESH !" Are there to be 
fowls in the future world 1 And do flesh and blood in- 
herit the immortal state 1 

But again : The "lake of fire and brimstone" mentioned 
in Rev. 19, is evidently the same as the "lake of fire" men- 
tioned in the 20th chapter I presume my friend believes in 
but one "lake of fire," or "lake of fire and brimstone." Well, 
in immediate connexion with the "judgment" (Rev. 20: 11, 
12) which we have seen took place more than 1800 years 
ago, is it said that "whosoever was not found writtea la xKe 
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book of life was cast into the lake of fire." Afld what is 
still more, the Revelator goes right on to describe the com- 
mencement of the gospel dispensation, or christian church, 
in the highly figurative and beautiful language of **a new 
heaven and a new earth," terming it the "holy city," the 
"new Jerusalem." "And I John saw the holy city, new Je- 
rusalem, coming down from God out of heaven, prepared as 
a bride adorned for her husband ; and I heard a great voice 
out of heaven saying, * Behold, the tabernacle of God is with 
men, and he will dwell with them, and they shall be his peo- 
ple, and God himself shall be with them, and be their 
God!"— -Rev. 21: 1-3. There can be no doubt but this 
beautiful language applies to the church militant — ^the new 
dispensation, or reign of the Messiah on earth. WhW a nice 
correspondence there is between the vision of » Daniel and 
that of John ! In the first instance, "the judgment was set, 
and the books were opened" — and Daniel "beheld till the 
heast was slain, and his body destroyed, and given to the 
burning flame^* — then immediately after this "judgment" 
and "burning" of the "beast," he saw, in the same "night 
visions" the "coming of the Son of man," to receive "do- 
minion, and glory, and a kingdom*^ — in other words, the 
opening of the gospel dispensation, John also saw the 
"judgment" — "a great white throne, and him that sat on 
it" — and "the books were opened"— the "6ea«^" together 
with the "false prophet," were cast into a lake ^''burning with 
Jire and brimstone" — then immediately after this "judg- 
ment," and "burning" of the "beast," John also saw the 
ushering in of the new dispensation," or reign of the Messiah 
— as described in the beautiful language just read in your 
hearing-r'*the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming- down from 
God out of heaven." 

I think you can see now, my friends, that this "judgment," 
whenever it was, has long since passed. One thing is cer- 
tain ; it preceded the gospel dispensation — how longi I pre- 
tend not to say — but that it did precede it, is a fact as 
clearly established as any fact of history can be. My oppo- 
nent may try to make it appear diflTerently; but he will try 
in vain — I defy him to avoid this conclusion ! 

I am gratified to find that Mr. Franklin is not disposed to 
deny the fact, that the early christians did look for a "com- 
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ing" in their day and generation. This iact is so evident 
that but few men can be found, who have tlie hardihood to 
deny it. Will my friend be so good as to inform us what 
kind of a oo|;ning of Christ it w%s that the early christians 
looked for ? - We yfould be pleased to know also, what caused 
them to expect a "coming" in their day? What put it in 
their heads that such would be the fact ? Surely they would 
not look for an event which had not been promised ! Now,«if 
it was an error fbr them to look for a coming of Christ m 
their lifetime, would not the apostles have corrected this 
error T But instead of doing this, they frequently encour- 
aged them to look for such an event. Hear James, in his 
letter to his brethern, written a very few years before the de- 
struction of Jerusalem — "Establish your hearts; for tuk 
COMING OF THE LoRD DRAWETH NIGH"— Jas. 5: 8.— 
What "coming" did the apostle allude to here ? Does not 
this language convey the idea that the "coming of the Iiord" 
was to be in the lifetime of the persons addressed ? Could 
it be said of a "coming" that is yet future, that it "drew 
nigh" in the days of the apostle 1 But perhaps my friend 
will say this coming was not a coming to "judge." Kead 
the next verse: — ^**grudge not one against another, brethren, 
lest ye be condemned ; (or damned) behold, THE JUDGE 
STANDETH BEFORE THE DOOR ! " 

In referring to my last speech, Mr. Franklin says I h&,ve 
referred to "several passages that speak of judgment^ but 
which of them speak of Judging the worldV^ My friends, 
what is the import of this language I Why, it is virtually 
admitting that all I lack of proving my proposition is, that 
the judgment is not quite extensive enough. If the passages 
I have quoted had only spoken of ^^judging the worldy^^ I 
would have gained my point ! Then according to this ad- 
mission, I have proved that the coming of Christ to judg* 
ment took place at the commencement of the Christian dis- 
pensation, just as I have contended. My friend, I repeat, 
virtuaUy admits this; but says, iii hope of escaping the diffi- 
culty, that these passages only "speak of judgment^^ — that 
there is nothing said about ^^ judging the worlds Very well; 
I am satisfied with the admission — ^it is really more than 
I expected from my friend ! But as I have proved be- 
yond a doubt, (and as be has admitted) that the coming of 
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Christ, to teecute "judgment," took place some 1800 years 
ago, I will ask my friend Mr. Franklin to point out the evi- 
dence of any other "coming" connected with "judgment"— 
either to "judge the world," or any part of it ! Let him do 
this and I will be satisfied. 

But my friends, 1 wish you to notice the unfairness of my 
opponent. He says the passages 1 have introduced say noth- 
ing about **judging the world." And pray what passage that 
he has introduced, connected with the coming of Christ, says 
any thing about "judging the world?" He has been trying 
to prove that Christ is yet to come to "judge the world." 
Has he done it 1 Let him find a passage that speaks of 
Christ coming to judge the world, and I promise you, my 
friends, to show that it is a past event — at least, that the 
"coming" is past, and that the passage belongs to ray side 
of the question ! He that diggeth a pit oftentimes falleih 
into it himself! 

If Mr. Franklin could havo shown that the future com- 
ing of Christ will be a "coming to judgment" — say nothing 
of "judging the worltV^ — but even judgment — 1 would have 
yielded the point at once, without asking him to prove that 
it means "judgfng the world.^ But as he has made this 
issue himself, he must not think hard of me if I hold him 
to it hereafter. Let him tell us, if he pleases, bow many 
of his proof-texts speak of a coming to "judge the world." 

As 1 have proved that Christ was to come during the apos- 
tolic age — ^that the early christains looked for this event — 
and that this coming was to be connected with "judgment," 
it is very easy to see why my opponent raises this objection. 
It was his last resort. I have not proved any thing about 
"judging the world ! " He then assumed the position that 
the word "world" means every individual of Adam's race 
that ever did, or ever will live. Hence he says "Christ 
could not have judged the world in the past, for very many 
of the world were not born at that time." Truly, he is a 
very ingenious man ! Will he abide the definition of the 
word ^'worldV^ I suppose if he had been present wjien our 
Savior said to the disciples, "The world hateth yoii," he 
would have replied, "Not so, my Lord, for many of the 
world have not been born yet!" And again, when Jesus 
said, "Yet a little while, and the world seeth me no more," 
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he would have replied, **Nay, Lord ; you should not say so; 
your language implies that the world has seen you ; this is 
not correct, for many of the world have not been boi^n yet!'' 
But I repeat, will my friend abide this definition of the 
word ? If he will, let him say so in his next speech, and I 
will then show him what will be the consequences I 

But, my friends, have I not given you passages that speak 
of "judging the worldl" What of Matt. 1: 6th? "For the 
Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father, with his 
angels, and then he shall reward every man according to 
his iDorksy Does not this convey the idea of "judging?" 
And does not my friend carry this "coming" into the future, 
to his great day of judgment ? Certainly he does. But I 
defy him to get it bey oh d the lifetime of some who heard 
him announce it ! And so of nearly every passage that 1 . 
have -quoted. They are all connected, more or less, with * 
jadgment — and a judgment of the worlds too. "Behold 1 
COME QUICKLY, and my reward is with me, to give to every 
man according as his work shall be" — Rev. 22: 12. "Be- 
hold the judge siandeih at the door." The difficulty under 
which Mr. Franklin labors, is, that he has got the erroneous 
idea into his head that the judgment of Christ was. to take 
place, and be consummated, all at once ! This is the com- 
mon idea with the majority of christians I But nothing 
could be more erroneous, or farther from the truth! He 
should recollect that Christ was not to "judge the world," all 
at once ! This is a 7^rogre55n?e work. It commenced in a 
very signal manner, at the destruction of the Jewish nation, 
when Christ came to establish his kingdom. It has been 
going on ever since, is still going on, and will continue to 
go on, until Christ closes his reign, and delivers, up the king- 
dom to his Father. When it is said "He haih aj)pointed a 
(lay in which he will judge the toorld^^ by Jesus Christ, we 
should recollect that this is the gospel day, or dispensation, 
iu which the world is to be judged — and not a day of 24 
hours, as some very foolishly imagine 1 Christ is now judg- 
ing the world, and will continue to do so, until the final 
winding up of his '^administration. 

I do not say that the world was judged at the destruction 
of Jerusalem, nor at any other time ; this could not have 
been done, as my friend very rationally remarks, because 
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**the world had not been born yet!" — but Christ cam to 
judge the world at that tinne, and he will succeed in doing 
it, before he quits judging ! Let Mr. Franklin give us a 
passage that speaks of the coming of Christ to judgment, or 
any thing about his judgment, arid I pledge myself to show 
that this judgment closes just where he thinks it begins! 
This, my friends, is the difference between us ! 

He would like to make you believe that because I say 
some judgments are past, and that Christ's judgment com- 
menced long ago, that therefore I believe in no judgment in 
the future ! But this assertion will not amount to any thing, 
and therefore I will'let it pass, by simply remarking that if 
Christ's mediatorial reign has closed, then I believe in no 
judgment that is future, but not otherwise 1 

It does seem to me that if ever an individual made a com* 
plete failure, and was in duty and honor bound to yidld up a , 
matter in dispute, it is Mr. Franklin at this time ! Truth 
and justice demand it of him. What has he done to estah* 
lish his proposition ? Nothing — absolutely nothing ! And 
to show further to what lengths he is driven for argument, 
let the following example suffice. He says that inasmuch 
as Paurspecdcs of the coming of Christ at the resurrection, 
in 1st Thess. — therefore we ought to believe that he meant 
the same thing in 2d Thess., where he speaks of his com- 
ing, or being "revealed" in connexion with judgment ! No 
doubt my friend would like to have it so ; but the events arc 
too widly different in time and character, for me to consent 
to any such interpretation — just to please him. The one 
belongs to the commencement of Christ's reign — the other 
to the close of it. There is no doubt but the apostle speaks 
of a "coming" in both of these places ; but the circumstan- 
ces are widely different. In one he speaks of the resurrec- 
tiorij but says nothing about judgment ; while in the other 
he speaks of judgment^ but says nothing about the resurrec- 
tion ; and as judgment and the resurrection are never men- 
tioned in connection with each other,' this fact of itself ought 
to be sufficient to convince any reasonable man that the apos- 
tle has reference to two very different events. , 

I have now noticed all the gentleman's speech that I deem 
worthy of attention. I hope in his next that he will give us 
some of his "strong reasons ; " and that he will also pay 



eHKIST*8 SECOX9D coMmc. 59 

et)tne auention to Matt. 24th — and especially to the phra«e, 
this generation^ I am anxious to know what he will do 
with this matter. Will he also show jus how he reconciles 
the 42d and 34th verses of this chapter, with his idea of 
ihe "coming ? '* [ Time expired,] 



MR. FRANKLIN'S FOURTH SPEECH. 



Me. Chairman : 

The gentleman allowed in his last speech that tnsmy things 
in my speech were irrelevant, and that he would not notice 
them. I am getting to understand him better than I did at 
first. When I present something that he knows he canfiot 
reply to, he pronounces it not relevant, and posses on. If 
it is to be regarded as a sufficient refutation of the argu- 
roents of an opponent, to say they are not relevant, 1 can 
very conscientiously say, that the whole of his last speech 
is a total failure, which is certainly as good argument, as for 
him to say my arguments are not relevant. 

I said that ihe language, that ^* Christ taught that he would 
cortie in judgment in the life-time of some who were living 
when he was on earth," is not in the Bible. In view of 
this my friend boasts, that he does not assert without know- 
ing whereof he affirms. But did he produce the language? 
He certainly did not. He simply referred you, to Matt. 16 : 
27, 28. How does he try to make out his case from that 
passage ? He does it by quoting both verses in one sen- 
tence, when they relate to different times, and to two different 
things. The 27th verse speaks of his coming in judgment, 
' and rewarding every man according as his work shall be, 
and makes a full stop. ^ The 28th verse takes up another 
subject altogether, and states that there were some present 
who should not taste of death till they sa\r the Son of man 
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ej^ter upon his reign, or, rs staled in Mark 3 : 1, ** till they 
h:\ve seen iho kingdom of God come with power." There 
13 not an intimation in the 28th verse that it alludes to the 
time when the things spoken of in the the 26ih verse should 
be done. But it speaks of another matter altogether, and [ - 
says there were some present who should not taste of death, 
till it should take place. '' " 

Will the gentleman answer this question 1 What part of 1* 
the world docs *• every man," in the 27ih verse include?— j 
live after the death of those who stood present at the time the ^"= 
words in question were spoken, for the coming and reward- 
According to Universalism, it could not include those who had - 
died before that time, for Universalists do not believe the dead 
will ever be judged. It could not include those who should 
ing both appear to be at the same time. But I shall dismiss ^ 
this, till another part of my speech. 

Mr, Manford allows that, although I did not say any thing 
about two judgments, that I nevertheless believe in two, and 
kindly points them out to me. 1 do not know of any place 
in iho Bible that states that the righteous go immediately to 
heaven, or that the wicked go immediately to the final place 
of punishment. Lazarus was carried to Abraham's bosom, 
and the rich man found himself in hades, but we have no 
account of their being judged yet. If there are more judg- 
ments than one spoken of in the Bible, after death, I do not 
know it, and therefore, simply believe in one. It is no dif- 
ference to me what the general opinion is — I am only to an- 
swer for myself. The gentleman still appears to think that 
the object of God's judgment is to decide who are the guilty, 
but God knows this all the time, and consequently could 
not judge men for ihat purpose at any time. 

1 suppose my friend thought, I labored hard on the 24th of 
Mathew, simply because it was so hard for him to make his 
repl}' ; for I thought it was very easy to refute all he had 
said on that passage. He told you that 1 admitted that the 
coming of Christ was to be immediately after the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem. This is a mistake. I simply quoted the 
words of the Savior to show that the sign of the coming of 
Christ was not to appear in heaven till aftej: the destruction 
of Jerusalem. On my remarks on the 22d verse, he says, 
I "have fallen into a slight error, here — Christ is speaking 
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not of the destruction of the citv, but of the *» tribulation" 
ihat was to immediately precede it." After every Univer- 
salist that has ever written or spoken on the days mentioned, 
in that verse; has applied it to the destruction of Jerusalem, 
the gentleman now turns round, and says "Christ is speak- 
ing not of the destruction of the city," in that passage, but 
of the wars that were before that event. The " great tribu- 
lation, such as was not since the beginning of tlie world to 
this time, no nor never shall be," was not the destiuction of 
Jerusalem I This is anew kind of Universalisni. This 

does not surprise me any. I have iong since known tliat to 
defend the doctrine of my friend, a man is compelled to 
run into numerous contradictioqa. This you will see fully 
made manifest before I get done with the geailcman's last 
speech. 

My friend asks the question, why should we not believe 
those who said " Lo, here is Christ?" and answers, *' be- 
cause there shall arise false Christs." Very good. There 
were false Christs there, but if any man should say, *' Lo, 
here is Christ," (at the destruction of Jerusalem) " believk 
IT NOT." Now if Christ actually did come at the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, and was there, and any one said *' Lo, 
here is Christ," why did he tell them, not to believe it ? — 
Mr. Manford says Christ was there, just as the Lord inti- 
mated the false teachers would say, and Jesu:i says belifve 

IT NOT. 

I could not but feel amused with my frienJ, in the very 
midst of his arguments to prove that Christ come at the ch^ 
struction of the devoted city, he paraphrases ihn Lord'j l:ui- 
guage thus : *' You are to look up to the heavens for his .sign, 
and see him coming in tho clouds, with power and great 
glory." That is just what we have been telling our Univer- 
salist friends all the time ; hence the propriety of the ex: 
pression, *' every eye shall see him." Did any one loo): up 
to the heavens for his sign, and see him coming in the clouds 
at the destruction of Jerusalem ? No, nor at any time since 
that event. 

In his former speech he declared most positively that the 
whole of the 24th of Matt., and the 21st of I^uke, was ful- 
filled at the destruction of Jerusalem^'but now a considera- 
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blf portion or the 24th of Matt, was fulfilled before the de« 
■truction of Jerusalem ! Thus the gentleman can chaogo 
his position to suit the times. Relative to the destruction of 
Jerusi&iemt \ have now shown that the Savior was not tkere^ 
and that the sign of his coming was not to be seen till after 
that events and the gentleman has now admitted that our Sa- 
vior, in speaking of his coming, taught tliat we should lookuf 
and SBE HIM COMING IN THE CLOUDS. Thit coming in the 
clouds has not taken place. 

The gentleman approached the vrords, '* this generation 
•hall not pass away till all these things be fulfilled*" but the 
word generation means race or family^ and as^the Jewish 
race or family has not passed away, the passage affords him 
no assistance. It is true the word generatibn, or the Greek 
from which it comes, has other meanings; but family 6: . 
rac€ is the first meaning, and the gentleman is not to assume^ 
some other meaning, and set aside the first meaning, with- 
out giying any reason for it, and then found his argumem 
upon this assumption ! In the place then of finding any 
thing to sustain hun in the 24th of Matt,, he has virtually 
given up his doctrine. 

Mr. Manford, in his last speech said something about 
little things, but if his quible on the words ''quick and ^ 
dead," is not to be put down as a little thing, and that to(H 
one of the least of all little thing's, I am greatly mistaken.. 
When the apostle says, ** I charge thee tlierefore, before 
God and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick 
and dead, at his appearing. and kingdom,'' it does not mean 
the literally Hving and dead ! And why ? Because, then 
the people who are literally dead and are literally alive will 
stand before Godi And what of all that ? * All that, and 
what the apostle said with it, does not say that they will be 
literally dead when they stand before God* Biit he fell 
so conscious that he was ridiculing the very language of 
ihe Holy Spirit of God, that he could not leave it without 
apology; and I have no doubt you alPthought 09 he did, 
that it really needed one. * ' 

hex us see how the gentleman will like his own logic. — 
Some man says to him, the passage, 1 Cor. 15: 62, can not 
mean the literally dead ; foritsay9,'nbe</fflf/</ia7/ be raised^ 
incorruptible,^* and a dead man cannot be in9orruptible. I 
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think he would begin to inform bim that they shall be made 
alive when they are raised. The same will explain the pas- 
sage before us. They were the literally living and aead 
when Paul spoke, but of course the dead will be made aKve 
before the judgment. But what was most weak of all, was 
the reference to. Eph, 2: 1 , where the apostle speaks of being 
"dead in trespasses and sins," to prove that 2 Tim. 4: I, 
meant the same. According to this logic, it appears that as 
the apostle once speaks of persons being dead in trespasses, 
he must always fhean dead in sins, where he speaks of per- 
sons being dead! The gentleman admits that 1 Thess. 4: 
16, 17, speaks of the literally "dead" and "alive;" yet the 
language is susceptible of the same ridicule of 2" Tim. 4: 1. 
The same is true of the resurrection of the just and unjust, 
and almost every passage where the resurrection of the dead- 
is spoken of. 

It is admitted by all good authority, that words sliould be 
understood literally, unless a good reason can be given fqr 
departing from the literal signification. It) the passage before 
us, as well as the one in Acts 10, where the same expression 
occurs, there is not the least indication of any tiling but a 
literal use of the words "quick and dead," and therefore be- 
yond all dispute they mean the literal living and dead, who, 
the apostle declares, shall be judged at the appearing of Christ. 
Did he here speak the truth ? If he iici, a judgment after 
death is established beyond dispute. The passage from the 
9th of Heb., where the apostle ^ays, "aftee death tHE jtJDG- 
MENT," in so many words, my friend deemed* it most safe not 
to notice at alH He could have doiie no better, for it is hard 
to prov6 that after death, means before deiath I 

Mr. iVfanford quoted, irith gre«rt emphasis, the words, ♦'who 
«h8tU judge the quick jiod dead at' his afpeaxing and king- 
dom,*^ ana then, in a few words afterwards, contradicted him- 
self by sityifig, "But this judgment, I affirm, was to be prior 
or before the coming lof the Son pf man to receive his king- 
tlom, and establish his reign upon the e^-th." Now how the 
judgment can be at his coining and kiTigd&m, dind before his 
coming and kingdom, I am unable to see. Will he explain 
this mystery 'I . ^ 

I shall now call your attention to Mr. M.'s remarks on Rev. 
I9th, ^Z0\\\ and 2Ist chapters. He put the lake of fire, the 
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judgment at the coming of Christ, and the descending of the 
holy city, New Jerusalem, from God out of heaven, all at the 
SAME TIME, Now keep this in ^piiid, and if ^ve can tell when 
one is to be, we can tell when the others are to be, for all are 
to be at the same time. This time, Mr. M. says, is at the 
beginning of the reign of God, or the setting up'^^of the church. 
Now all Universalists refer the expression, "The Lord God 
will wipe away tears from off all faces," Isa. 25: 8, to the re- 
surrection state. I presume the gentleman has done so him- 
self fifty times. Well, this expression is quoted by John, 
Rev. 21: 4, and applied to the time when the holy city was 
to descend from God out of heaven. If, then, the time when 
the Lord God shall wipe all tears from their eyes, is future, 
the descending of the holy city is future. But let us read 
the verse : '• And God shall wipe away all tears from their 
eyes ; and there shall be no more death, neither sorrow, nor 
crying ; neither shall there be any more pain : for the former 
things have passed away.'' Did all this take place at the es- 
tablishment of the church of Christ? Were all tears wiped 
away then 1 and has there been no more death since ? Was 
that an end to all sorrow ? Has there been no crying since ? 
And has there been no pain for eighteen hundred years ? 

I had thought the apostles, were in the kingdom of God on 
earth, or the church, when Paul said he prayed ''day and 
night with tears," but if Mr. M. is right, he was not, for all 
tears are wiped away in the church! How then did it come 
^o pass that Stephen was stoned to death, if there was no 
more death? Did not Paul suffer great pain from the stripes 
that were heaped upon him ? And although the divine book 
says of the Kphesians, "they sorrowed most of all" foi- the 
words which Paul spoke, that they should see his face no 
more, my friend, or some other genius^ofhis-party, is entitled 
to the honor of making the discovery, that at the establish- 
ment of the church, there was an end to all sorrow ! Univer- 
salism, what a jewel thou art 1 

Commentators have .generally explained the "Old Testament 
by the New, but my friend, it appears, explains tlie New by 
'thedd. He makes Daniel explain John, in the place of ma- 
king John explain Daniel. No one needs his plan of inter- 
pretation, unless it be some one who prefers bewildering and 
darkening counsel, to tjb^ development of the obvious meaning 
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of the word of God. But as my fiiend will have it that this 
judgment, new heaven, <&c., was nothing hut the establishing 
of the church, I^shall proceed to examine the passage more 
particularly, beginning, Rev. 20: 12, '<And I saw the dead, 
small and great, stand before God: and the books were open- 
ed; and another book was opened, which is the book of life, 
and the dead were judged out of those things which were 
written in the books, according to their works." All this, my 
friend allows, was at the establishment of the church ; but 
what evidence did he give that he is correct? None what- 
ever. We cannot take his bare assertion in so important a 
matter, especially where that assertion goes against the most 
clear and obvious meaning of a passage of Scripture ; and 
still more especially where his whole theory depends on the 
decision. Now there is not only no intimation that the apos- 
tle means any thing but the literally dead, but no other mean- 
ing will make the least particle a£ sense. " 

We will suppose, however^ that the apostle was speaking 
of those dead In trespasses and sins, or the spiritually dead, 
and see what kind of sense it will make. He continues, verse 
13, •* And the sea gave up. the dead which were in'it ; " that 
is, the spiritually dead which were in it ; ''and death and hell 
delivered up the dead which were in them," that is the spirit- 
ually dead in death and hell; ''and they were judged, every 
man, according to their works." And what follows ? "And 
death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. This is the 
secon^ death." Here is the destruction of death. When 
was it to talce place? This may be learned from 1. Cor. 15: 
26. "The Iftst enemy that shall be destroyed is death." — 
This, all Universalists apply to the resurrection state. That 
is where I apply it, and John proceeds, immediately after tel- 
ling us of the destruction of death, Rev. 21: 4, to tell us that 
there, in the holy city, shall be no more death. The man 
who tiiinks to make this community believe all this took place 
in this world, is either a man of poor judgment, or must 
think the people exceedingly gullible ! 

Still speaking of the judgment, Mr» M. says, " One thing 
is certain ; it preceded the gospel dispensation. '' But before 
he sat down, he said that I would Ijketo make you think that 
he.^lieves in no judgment in the future. If he does believe 
in any judgment ii^ futujre-, I should like to know how he hap* 
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l^ened to deny my affirmative proposition 1 i affirm thattii« 
coming of Christ to judge the world is future. This he de- 
nies, but still he is afraid you will think he believes in no fu- 
ture judgment! .The judgment spoken of by Daniel, pre- 
ceded the cstalflishment of the Church of Christ, and the . 
establishment of the Church preceded the destruction of' 
Jerusalem about thirty years, and Mr. M. says John and 
Daniel speak of the same thing. . Thus you see that by ina- 
king these passages parallel, and putting one before the 
establishment of the Church, he puts botli before it, and iho 
establishment of the Church was more than tjiirty years he- 
fore the destruction of Jerusalem. Therefore he has deci- 
ded that Christ did not come at the destruction of Jerusalem, 
bitl had come long before that event. But the Chiurch was 
established long before Paul wrote those epistles, in which 
he speaks of the coming of Christ as yet future, uid my 
friend has contended, that the coming was at least siaieen 
years after the writing of those epistles; but now the coming 
to judge was before the establishment of the Church ! How 
is all this ? 

He admitted in his first speech that my question from Acts 
3: 21, proved, that there will be no personal coming of Christ 
until the restitution of all things; and that Christ woold 
come in person at the resurrection of she dead. In this we 
are agreed. We both admit that Christ will come in per* 
son at the resurrection of the dead. Every intimation I can 
find of judgment at the resurrection is directly to the point, 
for we both agree that the resurrection is future, and that 
Christ will come at the resurrection, and that personally.--^ 
If I can show that judgment to be at the resurrection, then 
I will show beyond dispute, that it will be at the coming of 
Christ. 

I have already tried to call his attention to John 5: 28, 29, 
but have failed to get him to give it any notice. I will try 
once more. In this passage it is asserted thdt ^*the hour is 
coming when all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, 
and shall come forth ; they that have done good, unto the 
resurrection of life ; and they that have done evil, unto the 
resurrection of damnation. " Now, there is not a pas- 
sage in the Bible that speaks more clearly of the resurrec- 
tion of the dead than the one I have just quoted. * It states 
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dntrnctly that they were in the graves, that they woUlJ come 
fortkf some to a resurrection of life, and some to a resurrec- 
tion cf damnation. Here is the resurrection of the dead ,* 
and consequently the coming of Christ ; and some arise to . 
life, while others arise to damnation. Now, just as sure as 
this is a literal resurrection of the dead, just so sure is it that 
judgment will be at the coming of Christ to raise the dead ; 
and that it is a literal resurrectign of the dead, or a resurrec- 
tion of the literally dead, is most obyious ; for there is Vio" 
other resurrection from which personi come forth, some 
to life and some to condemnation. It will make the mofilt 
ridiculous nonsense to say, the hour is coming in Which all 
that a»e in tKe graves of si^i shall cgme forth ; and to say that 
this coming forth is in this world or this state, for Univer* 
salists admit that all do not come forth from the graves of 
sin in this life, and that many die as great sinners as they 
ever were. And not only so, it would be the most abomina- 
ble nonsense to say, they that, have done good while in a 
grave of sin, shall come forth to a resurrection of life, and 
those who have done evil while in their graves of sin shall 
come forth to condemnation. 

This passage from the lips of Jesus, divides those who are 
accountable, or who have aone good or evil, into two classes 
after announcing the coming forth of all, and assigns each 
class their portion, or rewards every man according to his 
works. Paul predicted the resurrection of the just and the 
unjust, and the passage before us assigns each his portion, in, 
the most clear and unequivocal terms,. This never was set 
aside by a Universal ist, and never can be;' juid while this 
passage stands in all its clearness and force. against the doc- 
trine of my friend, all the arguments in creation from any 
other source can never establish it.. 

I have called Mr. Manford's attention to the "recompense 
at the resurrection of the just," Luke 14: 14, but, if my 
memory serves me, he has given it no attention ; yet the 
passage ren^ to the same time, and the same thing as the 
rewarding every man according to his works, Matt. 16: 27. 
Both passages refer to the coming of Christ, both refer to 
the resurrection, both refer to the judgment, and both refer 
to the recompensing, or rewarding eveey man according to 
RiB works, 
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The apoftte Peter Bays, "The Lord knows how to deliver 
the godly out of temptations, and to reserve the unjust unto 
ike day of judgment to be punished. ^^ 2 Peter 2: 9. This 
expression was penned about thirty years after the beginniog 
* of the gospel, and in the plpce of telling the disciples thai 
the day of judgment had already began, as Mr. M. says it 
had, he told them that the unjust were reserved unto the 

DAY OF JUDGMENT TO BE PUN I SUED. NoW, jUSt SO Certain M 

4he gospel day began before the uttering of this expression, 
just that certain it is^ that Christ did not come to judge the 
World at the beginning of the gospel dispensation. And that 
the gospel day had began long before this time is evidentt 
from the fact that Peter refers back to "ihebegmning," Acts 
11: 1'6, 

If Mr. Manford's notion is correct, that the judgment day 
did not begin till the destruction of Jerusalem, then there 
were aboiK thirty-five years between Christ, the eiid of the 
lawy and the beginning of the gospel ; and during that time 
there was no church,, and there was no judgment, so that 
all that lived during that period had no church, and' escaped 
judgment. But the. apostle told them that the Lord knew 
how to reserve xhe unjust unto the day of judgment to be 
punished. But he has stated that the judgment was before 
the destruction of Jerusalem, and that it begtCn in a signal 
maaner at the destruction of Jerusalem. Thus he is per- 
plexed in fixing the time. He has talked about those whom 
he represents as having two judgments after death. But he 
talks about many more than that, before death, yet he has 
failed to point to any thing, that may be called ''the judg- 
ment." He admits that the destruction of Jerusalem is not 
*Hhe judgment" And he has failed from the beginning to 
point to any thing, and call it "^Ac judgment;" yet he 
knows that the Bible speaks of something, and calls it em- 
phatically *Hhe judgment" This judgment, as before shown, 
will be "after death." 

But I proceed to the language of Paul. " And the times 
of this ignorance God winked at ; but now comYnandeth all 
men every where to repent: because he hath appointed a day 
in which he will judge the world in righteousness by that 
man whom he hath ordained ; whereof he hath given as- 
iuntnce unto ftli men, in that he hath raised him from the 
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dead/' Acts 17: 30, 31 . In this passage the npostle alludef 
to the ignorsmce that obtained betord the gospel, and says, 
that *'in the times of this ignorance God winked at it, but 
wruD^^^ since the gospel has come, **he commaodb? all men 
EVEHY WHERE to repent." .Why this extensive command ? 
"^<?cai«5e he hath appointed a day in the which he will 
JUDGE THE WORLD in righteousness by that man whom he 
hath ordained; whereof he hath given assurance unto all 
men, la that he haih raised him from the dead." The time 
when God commands all men to repent is now, in the gos- 
pel day, and the reason why all men should repent is <* b«-^ 
cause he hath appointed a day in which he will jQdge the' 
world." The gospel day has come, and is called, notr, in 
the above language, but the day of judgment had not. come^ 
for the apostle *aid, he " will jItdge the world in right- 
eousness, by that man whom he hath ordained." Has my 
friend pointed us to any place where the world has been 
judged by that man ? Surely he has not, and most certainly 
he will not. He talks about a judgment that will do good, 
and a punishment of a disciplinary character. The judg- 
ment of which he speaks is of a very restrmning nature, 
truly. In following him up to try to find his judgment, I am 
reminded of the boy who was told that if he would go to 
the end of the rain-bow, he would find a bag of gold ; but 
when he would fix his eye on the spot where it appeared to 
be, and go to it, and look for the rain-bow -he Would ^ee it 
just as far ahead as at first. That is precisely the way Mr. 
Manford's judgment turns out. He will refer to the des- 
truction of Jerusalem ; but when I follow him to that point, 
he tells me that the "destruction of Jerusalem t0as not the 
judgment. ^^ Then he tells me that the judgment was before 
the destruction of Jerusalem, and then I pursue him to that 
point, he says it commenced signally at the destruction of 
Jerusalem. When I pursue him to this point, he defiles say- 
ing that there will be no future judgment, and thus gives up 
the whole ground of dispute. He then turns round and tells 
how I have failed ; but in what have'I failed ? Has he re- 
futed any argument I have oflTered ? Not one ; every po- 
sition I have tak^n against him stands unimpaired, and ever 
roust stand. 
^s I have a minute or two yet, I will introduce one mote 
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passage. *^ But why dost thou judge thy brothep 1 or why 
aost thou se( at naught^hy brother! for we shall all stand 
before the judgment seat of Christ. " Rom. 14 : 10. Does 
Mr. M. say that refers to seme judgment in this life. If that 
is the meaning of the text, why did not the apostle say, we 
all stand before the judgment seat T and not we all shall 
Stand ^before the judgment ^at. The apostle proceeds to 
prove that we shall all stand before the judgment seat. He 
say«, " For it is written, as I live; saith the Lord, every knee 
shall bow tome, and every tongue shall confess." Where 
is that written ? Isa, 46 : 23. This passage all Univeisal- 
ists apply to the resurie^ion state, and that is precisely where 
it belongs ; and this passage, Paul being judge, proves that 
we shall all stand befoje the judgment seat of Christ, and 
give an account of ouiselvcs to God. The judgment of the 
world is then in the resurrection state, and "after death," as 
I think, must be manifest to all. [Time expired.] 



MR; MANFORD'S FOURTH REPLY. 



Respected Audience: 

« 

I have asserted that Christ was to come in judgment during 
the life time of some who were living when he was on earth. 
This Mr. Franklin denies ; he says there is no such language 
in the Bible I To prove my assertion, I quoted Matt. 16: 2?, 
28. ' And what does he say to this ? Why, that the "com- 
ing" mentioned in the 27th verse, refers to a coming which is 
yet future — while that in the 28th verse, he admits, refers to 
a **coming" which was to take place within the lifetime of 
some who heard the words spoken. He says the two verses 
"relate to two different times and two different things J^ 
One of which he places in the future, and the other in the 
past— some two thousand years aparty t^nd for ought we 
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know« ten tktmsaad. Where in all the wild vugAries and 
theological curiosities, can we find any thing to go ahead of 
thi^t <^ And'he endeavors to reflect upon me for ^'quoting 
boA verses in one sentence T' Now, does not the gentleman 
kooi^ that the division of the scriptures into chapters and 
veraeSf is but a modern thing ?— that they were not originally 
so di>^ided 1 And does he not know thtit these '^two veVses^' 
were delivered by our Savjor, "ia one senlence^^ — probably 
in the sa$ne breath f Let us now read these verses ag9if>> 
just as they were delivered ^d originally recorded. ^^JFor 
the Son of man shall come in Jhe glory of his Father 9 with 
his angels, and then he slidU rewaret tverp man according to 
his icorks: verily I say unto you, the^e^he some standing here 
who shall not taste of death, till they^ see the Son cf man 
coming in his Kingdotm^^^ Now, I wpuid like to know upon 
what authority the gentleman divides this passage of scrip* 
ture? (for 1 deny that there are two verses!) Who authorized 
him to "put assunder" what the Lord hath joined together 1 
What evidence does he give us that th.e passage should 
be thus separated 1 No authority-^no evidence, but that of 
Mr. Franklin, alone! And why does he thus torture the 
scripture? Ah, the reason is obvious. In the first part 
of the passage, the Savior speaks of judgment — of "reward- 
ing men according to their works," in connexion with 
his "coming" — and therefore, Mr. Franklin must needs 
refer this much of it to the future. And notwithstanding the 
Savior continues right on to assure his disciples that ho 
would thus come, before some who heard him, should taste 
of dfiathj i. e. "within the lifetime of some who heard him" 
— and to explain to them what he meant by coming "in the 
glory of his Father," viz: coming ijf.. jus kingdom. I 
say^ notwithstanding all this, Mr. Franklin has the unblush- 
ing assurance to tell you that he, (the Savior,) alluded 
to another subject — to a different time and a different /^ing/" 
A very easy way, indeed, to get round a difficulty ! The 
gentleman allows I have an easy way of explaimng scrip- 
ture ; but I think he* should say no more on this subject, 
after this ! In all my twisting and untwisting of scripture, i 
have no recollection of ever i^ntwisting a passage, quite 
90 bad as he has done this ! 

My friends, whether Mr. Franklin really believes what he 
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says in regard to this passage, or not, is more than I can tell. 
It would seem that ' a man cbuld hardly be in earnest, 
who would take such a wild and unwarrantable position! 
But be this as it may, ¥ am very sure he is wrong. And 
although it would seem almost unnecessary to go to the 
trouble of proving what appears already so evident, still, 
lest there be some in this congregation ivho may hare 
doubts on the subject, or be disposed to favor the view*of my 
opponent, seeing that he is at home and among his friends, 
I will give you some authorit^^for saying what I do — not 
Universalist authority, but good Orthodox authority. And 
first I will give you that of Dr. Adam Clarke, the great 
Methodist Commentator: 

Clarke — **Verse 27, This seems to refer to Dan. 8: 13, 
14. 'Behold one like the Son of Man came — to the ancient 
of days — and there was given him dominion, and glory, and 
a kingdom, that all people, nations, and languages should 
serve him.' This was the glorions mediatorial kingdom, 
which Jesus Christ was now about to set up, by the destdc- 
TioN OF THE Jewish NATION AND POLITY, and the diffusion of 
his gospel through the whole world. If the words be taken 
in this sense, the angels or messengers, may signify the 
apostles and their successors in the sacred ministry; preach- 
ing the gospel, the gospel in the power of the Holy Ghost. 
It is very likely that the words do not apply to the first judg- 
ment, to which they are generally referred ; but to the tpm- 
der/ul display of God^s grace and power after Uhe day 
of Pentecost J ^ 

"Verse 28. This verse seems to eonfUim the above explan« 
ation, as-^ur Lord evidently speaks of jhe establishnlent 
of the christian -church, after the day of Pentecost, and 
its final triumph, after the destruction of the Jewish polity; 
as if he had said, 'some of you, my disciples, shall continue 
to live till these things take place.' The destruction of Je- 
rusalem, and the Jewish economy, which our Lord pre- 
dicts, took place about forty-three years after this; and 
sbme of the persons now with hinr, doubtless survived 
that period, and witnessed the extension of the Messiah's 
kingdom ; and our Lord told them these things before, 
that when they came to pass they might be confirmed in the 
faith, and expect an exact fulfilment of all the other promi^ 
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ses and prophecies which concerned the extenerion and 
support of the kingdom of Ghrist." Com: in loco. 

Thus writes the great Dr. Clarke. You perceive he 
had no idea of dividing the passage, fnaking the first part of 
it apply to the future, and^he latter part to the past. Now, 
as the Doctor believed in a future judgment, he undoubt* 
edly would have applied the passajge, or a part of it to that 
event, if there had been any chance whatever, to do so. 
But I have some more authority at hand. 

VVynne. *^ Coming in his kingdom: i. e. coming to visit 
the Jews by the destruction of their city, of which some 
who were present should be eye-witnesses." Note in loco. 

Cappjs. '*The dissolution of Judea, Matt. 16: 27, is called 

the COMING OF THE SON OF MaN IN THE GLORY OF HIS FaTHER 

WITH HIS ANGELS." Critical Rem. 

Bishop Pearce. "This is meant of his coming to visit 
and punish the Jews, as in verse 26. See chapter 24: 30, and 
26: 64 — Dan. 7 : 13, and Rev. 1:7. John the apostle, (we 
know for certain,) lived long enough to see this coming 
OF Jesus in his kingdom. See John 21: 22, 23." Com. 
in loco. • 

Dr. Hammond. '* Coming in his kingdom. The nearness 
of this to the story of Christ's^ transfiguration, makes it 
, probable to many, that this comiii^ of Christ- is the transHg- 
uration; but that cannot be, because verse 27, the Son 
OF Man's coming in his glory, with his angels to reward A^., 
(TO WHICH THIS VERSE CLEARLY CONNECTS) - 
oaniiot be applied to that. And fhere is another place, John 
21 J 23, (wliich may hsflp^ to the uliderstanding of this) which 
speaks of a. real comings aaad wi^principal person (agreeable 
to what is here said^ '^ sbme standing here) that should 
tarry or not die till that coming of his. And that surely 
was fidfiUed in John's seeing the famous destruction of the 
Jews, which was to fall in that generation, (Matt. 24:) 
that is, in the lifetime of some there present, and ia called 
the kingdom of God, and the coming of Christ ; and by con- 
sequence, here most f robably, the Son of Man's coming 
in his kingdom is, his coming in the exercise of his kingly 
office, to work vengeance on his enemies, and discrim- 
inate the faithful believers from among them, &c." Annota* 
tions in loco. 
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Knatchbitll. '* This place can scarce mystically be un* 
dcrstood, — by no means literally, but of the coming ofihe 
Son of man to the destruction of Jerusalem^ who then may 
truly be said to come in his kingdom, when he came to tri- 
umph over his enemies , the Jems, Jby taking a severe aod 
just vengeance of them. * ♦ * * And that, some of tbc 
standers by, when our Savior spoke those words^ did remain 
alive to that very day, is true and Icnoton, And in this sense 
it is true — this generation shall not jjass till all these things 
be fulfilled, chap. 24: 34. Neither before this time of his 
coming did the dUclples go over all the cities of Israel, 
chap. 10: 23. And in this sense did John remain alive till 
Christ cam^y whereof see more, John 21: 22.'' Annot. inloco. 

RosBNMULLEB. *' In this passage (ver. 27) reference is 
had to the propagation of the gospel through the whole 
' world, and the destruction of Jerusalem and the Jewish 
stale, as we learn from verse 28." Scholid in verse 27. 

LiGHTFOOT. "Our Savior saiih. Matt. 16: 28, ' There be 
'some standing here, which shall not taste of death till they 
see the Son of man coming in his kingdom : ' — which must 
not be understood of his coming to the last judgment ; for 
there was not one standing there that could live till that 
time: — nor ought it to b^ understood of the resurrection, as 
some would have it ; for probably not only some, but, in a 
manner, all that stood there, lived till that time. His coming, 
therefore, in this place must he understood of his comikg to 

TAKE VENGEANCE AGAINST^ THOSE ENEMIES OF HIS, which 

would not have him rul^^fyver them^as^Luke 19: 12-27. 
* * * * The day, the lithe, and the manner, of the exe- 
cution of this vengeance upon thiti people, are called, ' The 
day of the Lord,' * The day of Christ,' ' His coming in 
the clouds, in his glory, in his kingdom.' Nor is this with* 
out reason; for from hence doth this form and mode ol 
speaking take its rise : — Christ had not. as yet appeared but 
in a' state of humility ; contemned, blasphemed, and at 
length murdered by the Jews: his gospel rejected, laughed 
at, and trampled under foot ; his followers pursued with ex- 
treme hatred, persecution, and death itself. At length, there- 
fore, he displays himself in his glory, his kingdom^ and 
POWER ; and calls for those cruel enemies of his, that they 
may be slain before him," Exerc. in John 21 : 22. 
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You see that all these corqnfientators are against Mr. 
Praaklin ; aod not only agakist him, but understand the pas- 
sage the same, as I do. And so it is, I may say, with all the 
commentators of any note. Learned authority, reason, and 
the common-sense meaning of the passage, are all aguinst 
the gentleman. Does Mr. Franklin ask who these commen- 
tators are ? I answer, they are all eminent English divines, 
exc^t RoscnmuUer, who was a German— of the orthodox 
chtirchf and believers in future and endless punishment. But 
I will give hini the authority of one, before I sit down, of 
whom ne has some knowledge, and whosb opinion I pre- 
sume he will not be disposed to call in question. 

I have not said that there was no " church," or ''king- 
dom " on earth until the destruction of Jerusalem. I have 
said that the kingdom or reign of Christ did not "come with 
power " — that it was not fully and triumphantly established, 
until that time. And you vM notice that here again I am in 
good company. The commentators that T have just read 
say the same. They all apply the language of our Savior — 
''coming in hiskingdomy" or the " kingdom of God come 
with power," to the destruction of Judea. The kingdom, it 
is true^ was in existence from the day of Pentecost, but it 
was not — ^and could not be — fully established until the de- 
stniction of the old city and temple. The New Jerusalem 
was not fully established until the old was taken out of the 
way. This is what I have said ; and in this view I am borne 
out by the b3st authorities. But I will now give you the 
opinion of one Alexander Campbell, a gentleman of whom 
Mr. Franklin has some knowledge, I presume. I read from 
" Christianity Restored," pagel74. ^ 

" But as the erection of the Jewish tabernacle, after the 
commencement of the first kingdom of God, was the work 
of some time, and of united and combined effort, on the 
part of those raised up and qualified for the work ; so was 
the complete erection of the new temple of God. The 
i4)ostles9 as wise master builders, laid the foundation — pro- 
mulged the constitution, laws, and institutions of the King, 
and raised the standard of the kingdom in many towns, cities 
and countries, for the space of forty years. Some of them 
not only saw the 'Son of man enter upon his reign,' and the 
kingdom of God commence on the day of Pentecost, and 
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carry its conquests over Judea, Samaria, and to the utter* 
most parts of the earth, but they SAW THE LORD* com 
with power * and awful glory, and accomplish all his predic* 
tions on the deserted and devoted temple, city and people." 

Mr. Franklin has a good deal to say about seeing the Son 
of man coming. Here you perceive his great leader, Mr. 
Campbell, applies the very language in dispute to the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, and says some of the apostles lived 
TO SEE the Lord " come with power " and awful *' glory^^ 
and accomplish all his predictions on the deserted and de- 
voted tempie, city, and people. If Mr. Franklin has any 
thing more to say on this subject, let him ask Mr, Campbell 
how the disciples could see the Son of man at that time? 
They saw the Lord come, at the destruction of Jerasalem, 
says Mr. Campbell. But Mr. Franklin says he was not 
^HhereV^ Please recollect this. I shall give you some 
more of Mr. Campbell's authortly before I am through. 

Mr. Franklin passes over his two judgments very lightly. 
He says he " don't know of any place in the Bible that says 
the righteous go immediately to heaven or that the wicked 
go immediately to the final place of punishment.*' "Laza- 
rus," he says, ** was carried to Abraham's bosom, and the 
rich man found himself in hades — but we have no acconni 
of their being judged yet." True enough. But Mr. Frank- 
lin understands this account to be literal, and a correct rep- 
resentation of the righteous and wicked "immediately" after 
death. Now, I ask, how happened it that Lazarus went to 
Abraham's bosom, which we are told means Paradise ? And 
why did the rich man " find himself in hades," which we 
are also told means hell 1 Did this just happen so ? Sup- 
pose Lazarus had been " the rich man," and the rich man 
had been " Lazarus " — would their fates have been the same? 
Would Lazarus have been judged worthy of Abraham's bo- 
som, and the rich man deserving of hell ? No judgment in 
this case, indeed ! The gentleman could hardly have told 
us in plainer terms that he believed in ** two jtidgments ! " 
Mankind, then, as soon as they die, or " immediately after 
death," are judged, either to Abraham's bosom or to hades ; 
and whether they go to heaven, and the ** final place of pun- 
ishment," or not, is of no consequence, since the one is a 
place of happiness and the other a place of misery. This is 
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>ne judgment. But after a while — when all mankind shall 
lave died off, or when these two places shall become full, 
ve are told that Paradise and Hades will give up their inmates, 
md all will be assembled together, somewhere (?) and under- 
go another, and somewhat more formal judgment ! But as 
ihe gentleman tells us he believes in but one judgment, and 
BIS he acknowledges that he believes in the first one here 
oientioned, it is to be presumed that he has given up his no- 
lion of a general judgment at the resurrection I If 1 am 
wrong here, I hope the gentleman will correct me. And this 
seems still more probable from the fact that he now admits 
that '* the object of God's judgment " is not to " decide who 
are the guilty," for " our God," he says, " knows this all the 
lime.'^ ' I thought he would soon abandon this ridiculous 
idea of a general and formal judgment, as though it were 
necessary in order for God to find out who are guilty and 
who are not guilty ! The gentleman is progressing, and I 
have some hopes of him yet ! 

We come now to the 24th of Matt, again. The gentle- 
man is still disposed to quibble about little things, trying to 
make out that I have contradicted myself. Suppose he should 
show that I had actually contradicted myself in several in- 
stances — ^what would this fact do towards removing my argu- 
ments and proof-texts ? He had better attend to the main 
arguments, and let minor matters alone, if he wishes to do 
bimself any credit in this debate. But I tell the gentleman 
that I have taken no positions that are at variance with each 
other, although he may think so. He says 1 declared in one 
speech that ''the whole of Matt. 24th and Luke 21st, was 
fulfilled at the destruction of Jerusalem," but have since 
said " a considerable portion of the 24th of Matt, was fulfilled 
before that destruction." Well, is there. any contradiction 
here ? None. I say the same still. But as the gentleman 
seems hard to understand, I will explain. Those chapters 
had reference to things connected with the destruction of 
Jerusalem and the^ Jewish polity — so much so that when 
that destruction was fully accomplished, it conld be said of 
those chapters, that they were fulfilled. Not that every thing 
in them had reference to the very day of that destruction — 
but at thatume the last of the predictions was fulfilled — ^that is, 
nothing extending beyond, I havQ heard of men who were 
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troubled with what is called the *' big head," but I think the 
gentleman exhibits sironger symptoms of the thick head than 
any thing else \ 

I showed very clearly in my last why Christ told his dis- 
ciples to ^^believe it not,** when any should say, " Lo here U 
Christ, or there." h was to caution thefh against " false 
Christs." But Mr. F. siiil thinks that because Christ told 
them not to believe the reports that they would hear abom 
his being ** in the desert," or " in the secret chamber," or 
•• lo here, or lo there," therefore he was not to come at all ! 
Suppose Christ did intend to come at that time, just as I con- 
tend, and as the great body of the learned contend, that he 
did come — would it not have been necessary and proper for 
him thus to have cautioned them ? Most assuredly. So the 
gendeman's objection is good for nothing. But Mr. Camp- 
bell, as we have seen, says Christ did come then, ** in power 
and awful gloky " — ^and that the disciples, or some of them, 
SAW him. Let my friend here talk to his illustrious leader 
on the subject, if he is not satisfied. 

But it is useless to follow the gentleman through all his 
crooks and turns; it is very evident that he could not reply 
'to the main arguments in my last, and therefore he spent his 
lime in quibbling about trifles. The greater part of my last 
speech stands unanswered — much of it not even alluded to. 
But I will not complain, for I think I can appreciate the gen- 
tleman's situation. 

In my last I dWeU upon the phrase, " this generations^* 
and said I would rest the whole matter upon this — ^at least 
until I heard from Mr. Franklin again. I will extend the 
declarittion, and say I will rest the whole question in debate 
upon the meaning of this phrase, now and forever ! True 
it is that Christ said his ** coming in the clouds of heaven '* 
should take place dinring that generation^ or before that gen- 
eration should pass away — for he said. Matt. 24 : 34 — ^** TAi« 
gentration shall not pass till all these things be fulfilled," 
and no one can deny that his *♦ coming " was one of " these 
things," for be had just been speaking of that. This point is 
settled. But what does Mr. Franklin say about •* this gen- 
eration ? " Why, he says " the word generation means 
race or family, and as th^ Jewish race or family has not yet 
passed away " he allows <* the passage affords me no assist- 



CUHISt's second COMlNfi. 79 

ace." I humbly ask upon what authority the gentleman 
Bive the word this meaning ? He says thm "/ami/y or race 
I ihe fir§t meaning of the word," and that I am " not to as- 
Lime some other meaning, and set aside xhe first meaning.'' 
low I affirm that family or racCj in the sense which he at- 
iches to those words, is neither the Jirst nor the last, nor 
ny other meaning of the Greek word here rendered gener* 
lion ! The word never has such a meaning, and cannot 
>ave ! It means precisely what our English word generation 
neans-; and I call on the gentleman for proof before he goes 
iny further. I cannot allow him to assume the meaning o^ 
his word — especially when there is so much at stake ; for I 
mve said I will risk the whole matter upon its meaning, or 
ibe meaning of " this generatio^P Let him bring forward 
his Lexicons to support him, if fife can ; but recollect, if he 
fails here, he looses every thing ! I affirm that the genera- 
tion to which the Savior alluded has " passed " long ago ; 
and just so certain as it has passed, just so certain has the 
" coming of the Son of man in the clouds of heaven " passed 
—for he was so to come before that generation should pass. 
He has the affirmative of this question — ^let him proceed with 
his proof. 

I told you in my last speech what was meant by the *^quick 
and the dead;'* but whether I anj' correct, or Mr. Franklin, 
one thing is certain, I^Christ wai to ''judge the quick and 
the dead at his appearing m Hft kingdom. " This the 
pftBsage evidently asserts. And we have seen that he was to 
C0W5 in his kingdom during the lifetime of some^* who heard 
himt Matt. 16 : 28, And here I will add a note of explana- 
tioa^ I do not wish you to understand me to say there-was 
no kingdom of heaven , or no church j on earth, till Christ came 
at the destruction of Jerusalem ! The " kingdom " or 
"church " existed before that evettt; but what we are to un- 
derstand by Christ " coming in his kingdom " — his " appear- 
ing," "approach," " corning," &c., is, his enterin^j^pon his 
retell— which i» represented as his " coming in the clouds of 
heaven," in " pawer and great glory," &:c. And here I must 
refer to Mr. Campbell again, as I know he is good authority 
with m^y friend : < - 

"It is very evident, that frequently vhe ot\ftvcv«X "votd 
hoiiJeia [^'^jf^pmj- ought in pre&lrence \o be xetvi^t^i^texgtVv 
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inasmuch as i^in term better suits ALL THOSE PASSA' 
GES where coming or approaching is spoken of : for while 
reigns or administraHons approach and recede, kingdoms 
have attributes and boundaries which are stationary.' -C^ru. 
Restored, p, 151. 

When did Christ enter upon his reign 1 When he came 
in the ^* clouds of heaven" to take vengeance on his ene- 
mies, the Jews, and to reward men ** according f their 
works." Mr. Franklin calls on me to answer the question, 
" What part of the world does* every man,' in Matt. 16: 27, 
include f " I answer, all those within his reign or jurisdk- 
<iofi, and no more. 

Mr. Franklin allowed himself to fall into another very 
great error, in regard to what I said about "judgment,*' in 
my last speech. He surely could not have paid very good 
attention to mel I sai(l that the ^^judgment " mentioned in 
the 20th of Rev., about which he had made so much fuss, 
was prior to the coming of Christ. For, aa he admitted, 
and I clearly shpwe^, this judgment was the same as that 
which Daniel saw (Dan. 7,). Aqd I showed, beyond all dis- 
pute, that the judgment which Daniel saw^ was immediately 
preceding the "'^coming of the Son of man" to receive hu 
kingdom, or enter upon his reign. But the- gentleman must 
recollect that this was th^ ** Judgment of the Ancient of 
days,^* and no/ a judgment |o be executed by Christ 1 . Here 
is where my friend is in error. 1 thought I stated this mat- 
ter plain enough. Christ had not yet received his kingdom, 
. — had iiot entered upon his reign, when this judgment took 
place ; consequently, he was not yet constituted judge. It 
was only the "judgment" of the "Ancient of days," which 
I said was ^'^ prior or before the coming of the Son of man." 
Consequently^ all he says about my "contradicting " my- 
self, by saying " the judgment was at his coming and king- 
dom, and before his coming and kingdom," is but moonshine 1 
— and only shows that the gentleman himself is confused I 
There was a judgment before j and there was a judgment at 
"his coming "—but they were two different judgments. 

The gentleman tried to make out something, in regard to 
what I said about "the holy^city, New Jerusalem," descend- 
in|; at the commencem^jit o( the gospel dispensation. He 
thinks because John, in describing the '^ Holy city," quotes 
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a part of the language in Isa^ 25: 8, lirhidi latter passage, 
he says, Universalists apply to the resurrecuoiiy that there- 
fore the " holy city" must refer to the resurrection, or the 
close of the .gospel dispensation- Now suppose this were 
all true. What would he gain by it ? The '* lake of fire," 
and the ** coming of the Son of man," would still be at the 
commencement of the gospel dispensation — and, that I was 
mieiakeo in suppo^ng the '^ holy city" descended at that 
time! This is all. But he should notice that when Paul 
applies the language of Isa. 25 : ,8, to the resurrection, he 
says, *' Tfteti will be brought to pass the saying that is writ- 
ten," &c. But although John, in speaking of the New Je- 
rusalem, quotes apart of Isaiah, or uses language similar to it, 
he does not say ** then will be brought to pass the saying," &c., 
nor does he make aiiy allusion to Isaiah, nor intimate that 
he uses his language. He only uses similar language to 
that of Isaiah-— af^ this is perfectly allowable. He may 
apply it to one thiag, and the prophet to another. I still 
affiriiiv therefore, that "the holy city, New Jerusalem," de- 
scended at the opening of the gospel dispensation. 

The gentleraaii says " commentators have generally ex- 
plained iHe Old Testament by the New," but that I " explain 
the New by the Old." Here I am compelled to differ with 
the' geatlemao again. He has got the facts in the case en- 
tirely reversed f I believe it is a general rule with com- 
mentators Ao* explain the New by the Old; and this, I con- 
fess, has been my plan — where any such assistance was 
needed. And that 1 am not entirely^ alone here, I must beg 
leave to refer to Mr, Campbell again. I hope the gentleman 
viU not think lam turning Campbellite ! In his " Christianity 
R<»tored," p. 143, Mr. Campbell lays down the following pro- 
position; viz. — " That sacred history^ or the remarkable in-, 
fiances of God^s providences to the Jews and patriarchs^ are 
the foundation of the sacred dialed of the new institution. 
Or it may be thus expressed : All the leading words and 
phrases of the New Testament are to be explained and wn- 
derstood by the history of the Jewish nation and God^s gov- 
ernment of them^ I was therefore correct in explaining 
John by iJaniel. I shall have more use for this rule before 
I am done, although my friend does not seem to like it. 
I believe in "future judgment"— that i«, m this world; 

6 



82 THB0106ICAL BISCTTAUOR. 

bnt I do not believe that the ^' coming of the Son of roan to 
judgment " ia yet futute ! That is the reason why 1 "hap- 
pened to deny " my friend's proposition. Christ came lo 
judge, or entered npon his reign, near 1 800 years ago, and 
has continued to judge, and will so continue, till the close of 
his administration — consequently, some of his judgments 
are yet jTtt/Mr^. 

I repeat, I have never said that there was no church until 
Christ came at the destruction of Jerusalem ; consequently 
what Mr. Franklin says about the church being in existence 
thirty years before the destruction of Jerusalem, and that 
there was no church until Christ came at the destruc^on of 
Jerusalem, &ic., trying to involve a contradiction — ^is all 
wide of the mark, and words spoken in vain ! Christ camf 
in his kingdom at that xime^'-^ntered upon his reign^ though 
his church waa in existence long before. * 

The gentleman quotes Acts 17 : 31—^*^ he hath appointed 
a day in which he will judge the world in righteousness,'* 
&c., and asks, " Where is the proof that judgment Will be a 
progressive work 1 " And he right away speckks of " the 
gospel day," as having been in progress many years, when 
this language was written. Now, if the " gospel day "means 
"many years," may not this "judgment day?" This 
" day, " my friends, in which God has appointed to judge, 
or rule the world in righteousness by Jesus Christ, is the 
gospel day. "niough the " gospel day," or chui^, had been 
in progress, in a limited sense, or incipient state, for some 
time previous, yet this judgment day did not commence tiH 
Christ entered upon his reign, and assumed the office of 
judge. Since then, it was to be co-extensive with the gospel 
day. This I hold to be the true meaning of the apostle. 
And I repeat again — ^the world was not judged at .tho de- 
struction of Jerusalem, but the "judgfnent of the world" 
commenced then, and has been going on ever since. I pre- 
sume there are some " in this assembly that can understand 
me, " if the gentleman can not! 

The gentleman having failed in all his attempts, now turns 
to John 6: 28, 29, as a last resort. Well, I must tell him 
that he is destined to fail here, also. He takes it for granted 
that the " resurrection " mentioned there, means the immor- 
tal resurrection, while it is very evident that the Ifanguage 
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had no such reference. The Savior is undoubtedly speaking 
of a moraZ resurrection, as is evident from the connection. 
Verses 24 and 26, read, " He that heareih my words, and be- 
lieveth on him that sent me, hath everlasting^ life, and shall 
not come into condemnation ; but is passed from death unto 
LIFE. Verily I say unto you, the hour is coming, and now 
IS, when the dead shall hear the voice of the Sdn of God, * 
and they that hear shall live." This refers to a moral 
resurrection, most unquestionably — and this will explain the 
••resurrection" mentioned in the 28th and 29th verses. 
Read also John 1 1 : 25 — " He that believeth on me, though 
he were dead, yet shall he live," — and Eph. 2 ; 1 — ** You 
hath he quickened, who were dead in tresspasses and «n^." 
I will now paraphrase the passage, and you will then be able 
to see what it means : " Marvel not at this, for the time is 
coming (approaching, near by,) when all that are in the 
graves (or dead, as in verse 26) when all that are in a state 
of moral death, sleeping in false security — as is the whole 
Jewish nation — shall, by my voice in the thunder of my 
judgments, be roused up from that ' state of inactivity, to 
action,' to a sense of their real situation; but they shall come 
forth to very different results. Those that have done good, 
have obeyed my gospel, shall come forth to a resurrection of 
life, shall be saved from their persecutions, and shall enjoy a 
more perfect and complete knowledge of my kingdom, and 
share more abundantly in its divine blessings. While those 
that have done evil — have rejected me and my gospel — shall 
come forth to a resurrection of condemnation — shall share • 
in the dread fill judgments coming upon this people and na- 
tion." This we conceive to be the true meaning of the 
passage. 

The oqly words^in the passage that would lead any one to 
think it refers to the literal resurrection, are graves and 
resurrection. The first of these is never used in the New 
Testament in connection with the immortal resurrection, or 
as denoting the place of all the literally dead. Hades is the 
term used as the place of the dead. As to the word resur- 
rection, it has no necessary reference to the immortal resur- 
rection. It is so used, I admit; but Dr. George Campbell 
(not Alexander) says, ^^tkis is neither the only, nor the 
primilw meaning of the ward. It denotes simply, being 
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raued from inactivity y to action^ or from obscurity to emv 
nence, or a return lo such a state, after an Interruption.'* 
•• Rising from a stal^'* he says " is properly ternned anasta' 
sis [resurrection] ; so is awaking out of sleep, or promotion 
from an inferior condition." Thus writes Dr. Campbell on 
this word. The gentleman has faiicd in his attempt to ap- 

« ply this passage to the immortal resurrection . But were he 
to succeed, still it would not help hiiii any ; for it says nothing 
about the " coming of Chriet to judgment." He had better 
keep to his proposition, and to those passages which speak 
of the " coming of Christ to judgment." 

I agree with Mr. Franklin that Luke 14: 14, ** the re- 
compense at the resurrection of the just " refers to the same 
time as *' the rewarding of every mkn according to his 
works, " Matt. 16 : 27 — or to the commencement of Christs 
reign ; and also admit that it refers to the same event that is 
meant in John 5 : 28, 29. All this I believe ; but I have 
seen no evidence that '* the resqrrection of the just, " in 
Luke 14 : 14. has any reference to the immortal resurrection. 
Christ said," When thou makest a feast, call the poor, the 
maimed, the lame, the blind," and thenjassured his hearers 
that ahhough these poor could not recompense them by giving 
them a feast in return, yet they should not lose their reward ; 
for they should be ** recompensed at the resurrection of the 
just ; " that is, when the just shall be raised from the low 
and abject condition in which they now are, to a state of em- 
' inence and prosperity — when they shall enter thet kingdom 

. of God, or of Heaven. This is evidently the meaning from 
what follows. One who sat by aud heard Jesus, said, 
'* Blessed is he that shall eat bread in the kingdom of God." 
Those who should make a feast, and invite the poor to eat 
with them, could not expect to be " recompensed" by those 
poor in the same way, but they should be "blessed " or re- 
compensed" by eating the bread of the kingdom of God, or 
the gospel kingdom. Christ, in speaking of the distinction 
that should be made between his followers and his enemies, at 
the time of his "comhig to destroy " the Jewish state, badehis 
disciples, (Luke 21: 28,) when they saw the signs of his 
coming and the destruction of Jerusalem, begin to come 
to pass, "then look up, and lift up your heads, for your re- 



CHRIST*S SECOND COMING' 85 

demption d^aweth nigh." This was "the resurrection of the 
just." 

Mr. Frimkliri finally quotes Rom. 14r 10, "for we shall all 

stand before the judgmenr seat of Christ"-^and asks: "Doetf 

Mr. M. say that refers to some judgment in this life VI Yes, 

I answer, most assuredly 1 do. The "judgment seat of 

Christ," is in his kingdom ; and when he entered upon 

his reign, he assumed the "judgment seat," before which, all 

within and during his reign, "stands," or are "manifest," for 

this is the meaning of the word rendered "stand." Paul said 

"we must stand," — did he mean any but christians ? Let 

Mr. Franklin answer. But the gentleman thinks he has "got 

me" now, for he says Universalists apply Isa, 45: 23, 

to "the resurrection state, precisely where it belongs," and 

that Paul refers to this language of the prophet in proof of his 

declaration, that *'we shall all stand before the judgment seat 

of Christ." But I reply that my friend is mistaken. The 

judgment seat of Christ, does not extend into the resurrection 

- slate; it goes no further than his reign or kingdom, which 

closes at the resurrection. And so undoubtedly the language 

. of Isaiah, applies : The time when "every knee shall bow, 

and every tongue confess," is limited to Christ's reign. It ia 

during that that men must stand before his judgment seat, 

and it is within that reign that "every knee shall bow and 

every tongue confes." The gentleman has gained nothing 

^y his criticism here! 

I have only time to refer briefly to the passage in Heb. 9 : 
27, which I had almost forgotten. The gentleman applies 
this language to the future state, but here I must beg leave to 
differ with him again. The death mentioned there, I main- 
tain to be,iiot literal death, but the figurative or sacrificial 
death of the high priests under tlie law, the type of .Christ's 
sacrificial death. This view the connection fully sustams; 
and it is s^lso evident from the very passage itself. The gen- 
tleman did not read it all ; let u^ read it : "And as it is ap- 
pointed unto men, (or these men) once to die, but after 
this the judgment ; .so Christ was once offered to bear the sins 
of naany." How was Christ ojice offered, to bear the sins of 
rowiy^ As a sacrifice for sin. So was this death, which 
was "appointed unto these" — they died (by proxy) in their 
sacrifices. They entered the Holy of Holies— oflfex^d \\«?a 
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sacrifices — then, "after this," returned and pronounced 
the "judgment," or jui^iification of the people. So Christ 
was once offered to b^ar. the sins of many. I have not time 
to pursue the subject in detail. But if you will take the 
trouble to examine the 8th and 9th chapters of Hebrews, 
in connection with the 14th and 16th chapters of Leviticus, 
you will see that I am correct. 

[ Time expired.] 
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Mb. Chairman: 

I now rise to close my part of the discussion on the firs^ 
proposition, to which you havn given such a respectful at* 
tention throughout this day. The question is not one io 
which I have become a disputant for mastery over the gen- 
tleman who is my opponent on the present occasion, but it 
is a question greatly affecting our conduct in this life, and 
one, as I solemnly believe, with which we shall be deeply 
concerned after death. It is a question touching the ternble 
judgment and spoken of with profound awe and veneration, 
by all the divine writers and speakers, and demands our 
most solemn attention, and, on the other hand, forbids any 
thing like a low quibble. 

I see there is one important difference between the Course 
pursued by Mr. Manford, and that pursued by myself. If 
he can catch some irrelevant or incidental remark, upon 
which nothing important depends, but upon which he thinks 
some little capital may be accumulated; and thu^ cater to 
some popular feeling or prejudice, he is ever true and faith- 
ful to the task ; but the main points of argument, by me in- 
troduced, bearing directly upon the question, and those 
upon which I most coniidently rely, he, as a general thing, 
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IjfliaseSy with but link or no attention. Qsthe other hand, in 
my noticea of his arguments, I meet fahrly and firlly the 
very points upon which he most conndently relies. 

A few things in his last speech demand my attention a 
short time, before I proceed to recapitulate and close my ar- 
guments. The gentleman as usual, when he -had nothing 
else to say, spent his time in reading Dr. Clarke, A. Camp- 
bell, Dr. G. Campbell and others. Now he is not willing to 
rely upon any arguments he is able to introduce himself, 
and in the absence of such arguments, he spends his time 
in trying to make ihis audienlie believe that those great men 
are with him, and thus gain their influence to support what 
those very men looked upon as the most silly and contempti- 
ble nonsense ever uttered. It is not strange that he should 
think to torture the word of God into the support of his miser- 
able theory, when he will twist the words of those great men 
into the support of Universalism, who we all know did not 
believe a word of it ! If he can prove that he is right from' 
men who do not believe his doctrine, he may prove it from 
the word of God, when God believes no such doctrine ! 
But it is not my plan to be led off from the true issue, to de- 
fend Dr. A. Clarke, A. Campbell or any one else. Univer- 
salists have usually succeeded in getting their opponents oH* 
Irom the word of God, by introducing some favorite man 
before the people, that a long defence of what he has said 
• ouiy be ipade, and save Universalism from the lash. The 
gfiitleman dreaded my closing speech, and thought he would 
get me off to defend A. Campbell. But I wish it understood 
OQce for all, that I am not to be led off in that way for all 
the garbled perversions he may make. 

The gentleman has got a new proposition. He says he 
bas asserted, that Christ was to come in the life- time of 
•ome who were on the earth in his day. What if he has 
asserted that 1 I have asserted, that 'Hhe coming of Christ 
to judge the world is future." This he denies. His negative 
assertion is that the coming of Christ to judge the world is 
past. But what has he done towards proving it 1 I only 
assert what, the most of this audience well know, when I 
lay, that he has done but little more than assert that he has 
pioved this, that, and the oth^, a few dozen times. He has had 
tike judgment to comnienceatthe destructioii of Jerusalemi 
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add the eBtablishmem of the church at the same time. He 
has then found, tha judgment before the destruction of Jeni* 
salem. He has then^ in his last speech, admitted that the 
church 'was established at Pentecost, but it appears, that 
what the death and resurrection of Christ, the witneaaof the 
Holy Spirit, and ail the apostles eould not do in the diurch, 
for the space of more then thirty years, was finally more 
fully established by Titus and the Roman sic^diers! My friend 
would make a good Mtihomedan, as he believes in establish- 
ing churches by the sword. In this way he would force the 
grace of God to take effect ! ! 

I was perfectly astonished to see Mr. M. so confused by 
the few words I had said on Matt. 16: 27, 28, and e^ecially 
to hear him, in the midst of that conAi^ion, exclaim, as he 
did, "I deny that there are two verses!" Has the gentle- 
man lost his eye-sight 1 or forgotten what he did know t 
He has all along spoken of two verses, but now he denks 
that there are two verses ! 

He kindly informs me that the division of the scriptures 
into chapters and versea is of modern date ! Hut that is not 
the point. The making of scripture is not. of modem date. 
The Savior uttered his speeches in sentences, and the divine 
historians wrote in sentences ; and the gentleman takes it 
upon himself to put two of the most distinct sentences he 
ever uttered together, and make only one of them. And 
then, exclaims, **what God hath joined together let no rasa 
put asunder." Why did he not qnote more appropriately, 
and say, "what E, Manford hath joined together let no 
man put asunder?" God never did join these two verses 
together in one sentence. Mr. M. did it on his own re- 
sponsibility, and he did it too, because he felt it necessary 
to make this alteration in the word to save his ^doctrine. In 
this, he is right. An alteration must be made, in this passage 
of scripture, or it affords him no assistance whatever. 

It is not strange at all, that God should refer to the final 
judgment in the 27th verse, and then assure his hearers thai 
the reign of God should commence before the death of some 
who then stood present, in the 28th. This is the true state 
of the case, and it requires nothing but candor and common 
sense application, to see that su(A is the case. In Acts 3: 
19, 20 we have repentance and conversion^ which are in 
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this life, and the coining <^ Christ at the resurrection of the 
dead, as Mr« M. has admitted, all in the same eentence. — • 
These two events, in thousands of insian^s, afre almost as 
remote from<«aeh other as those in the other eftse. 

Mr. Manford tried to make the coming of Chnst in his 
ktn^om, or at the beginning of his reign, the same as that 
spoken of by Paul, 2 Tim. 4: 1, But you ^ill recollect 
the eoming in his kingdom, to commence his reign, had 
passed some thirty years, when ^u\ uttered the words to 
which I have just referifed. ■ Yet Paul speaks of it as a future 
event. He could not, therefore, have referred to the begin- 
niBg of his reign. But if Christ came at the destruction of 
Jerusalem to begin judgment, all who lived and died 
from Pentecost to the destruction of Jerusalem, a space of 
some thirty-five years, were not judged at all. I ask then, 
how ^Hhe world*'* was judged ? The world was not judged 
at the destruction of Jerusalem, for the world was not there. 
The judgment did not commence there, else those who lived 
in the gospel dispensation before that time, were not judged 
at all! ! i have called upon the gentleman to tell us when 
the judgment passed, if indeed it be passed 1 He finally ad- 
mits that it is not passed, but that it is future, and thus gives 
up the whole dispute. 

You recollect the gentleman's 'paraphrase^ or his altera' 
tion of John 6: 28, 29. I was pleased ^to see that he had so 
much good judgment, as to be sensible that such a plain and 
unequivocal declaration of the word of God would have to 
be altered before it could be harmonized with his doctrine. 
You, no doubt, concur with him in this opinion ! I do not 
admit that the 25th verse alluded to any but a literal resur- 
ree^on of the body. The hour had then come when the 
literally ijlead heard the voice of the Son of God, and they 
who heard literally lived. Nothing else will make any 
sense. Let us examine the gentleman's paraphrase. *'All 
that are in their graves," according to the paraphrase, means 
"all that are in a state of moral death.'*^ A state of moral 
death is an unconverted or sinibl state in this life. With 
this exf^anation we shall proceed. All that are in a state of 
mond death, or a state of sin, in this life, ''shall hear his 
voicet itnd^/iaZ^ come forth *^ Well, to come forth from a 
-state of sin, or of moral- death, is to hear the gospel and be 
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converted in this life I "This makes the Savior Jissert that 
all shall hear the gospel and be converted in this life.— 
Thai is a much beti^ state of things than most of us 
thought had ever obtained in this world. But still Mr. Mao- 
ford's make of scripture assures us that it is even so. > But 
when they come forth from this suite of sin^ or moral death, 
what do they come forth to ? Why, those that have done ^ 
good — those who have heard the gospel ai\d obeyed it^ while 
in a Slate of inoral death or siuy shall some forth to a res- 
urrection of life, or be converted ! That is, those who were 
converted before, while they were in the graves of sin, and 
moral death, shall come forth, or be converted ov«r again, 
more fully into the light of the gospel ! But those who have 
been so unfortunate as to have done evil while in a state of 
sin and moral death, or while they were .sinning, ^all come 
forth to the resurrection of damnation, or be converted to 
damnation ! Singular positions require singular methods to 
defend them ! Such is the ridiculous nonsense Universalism 
makes of the word of God. 

This passage is one of the most clear and literal expre&^ 
sions in all the Bible, and I defy any man to find one text 
any where that more certainly refers Jto the literal resurrec- 
tion of "the dead. The fact is first asserted that the hour is 
coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice of 
the Son of God, and they tUht hear shall live. But they 
are not to wonder that a few had heard the voice of the Soa 
of God, as in the case of Lazarus and others, for the hour 
is'boming when all that ^are in the. graves shall hear his 
voice and come forth. 

My friend thought he saw a chance of escape, if this is a 
literal resurrection, for he says, nothing is said about the 
coming of Christ or judgment. Bjut he cannpt escape here, 
for he has already admitted that Christ will come in person 
at the resurrection. Therefore, it is conceded that this re- 
fers to the literal resurrection of the dead; it is also coQCei* 
ded to be at the coming of Christ. And as some were to come 
forth from the grave to condemnation^ it must be at the 
judgment. From this no man ever did escape, or ever can. 
The passage, beyond all doubt, refers to the literal resurrec- 
tion of the dead, which he admits to be at the coming of 
Christ. This is future beyond all dispute. 
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1 did barely succeed in gettiag the gentleman to pay a 
slight attention to the words of Paul ; *' after death the judg- 
ment; '' but I could scarely see what he meant. Indeed^ I 
believe he simply aimed to leave the impression that "men" 
means the Jewish high priests, and that after death, was 
simply after the death of the victim ioffered. But I deny 
the whole position. There is not an intimation that the 
apostle meant any thing short of the literal fact, that "it is 
appointed unto men once to die, but after this the judgment." 
He says "the death was figurative or sacrificial death of 
the high priests under the law." That was easy said, but 
who jcan prove it ? I know of no such death spoken of in 
all the Bible. 

Having now replied to all that I think deserving of my, 
notice in the last speech, I shall proceed to recapitulate my 
arguments, and place them before you in as clear and in- 
telligible a manner as I can, and leave the matter for your 
consideration. 

J. My first argument was founded on 2 Pet. 3: 1-12,-r— 
While on this passage, it was shown that the apostle wrote 
only a few years before the destruction of Jerusalem, and 
some thirty years after the gospel dispensation commenced. 
Yet he refers forward to the day of judgment and the coming 
of Christ. This at once sets aside the idea of the coming 
of Christ and the, commencement of the day of judgment 
being at the commencement of the reign of Christ. It was 
also shown, that " in the last days there were to come scof- 
fers, saying where is the promise of his coming ? " I ar- 
gued that before, and at the time, of the destruction of Jeru- 
salem, in the place x»f false teachers saying, " where is the 
promise of his coming," they cried, " Lo here is Christ," 
and contended that " the coming of Christ was at hand;" 
and that our liOrd commanded us to "believe them not;" 
and Paul comnaanded Christians not to let them deceive 
them by any means. I agreed that we have just such reli- 
gious doctors in oi4r day, and that Mr. Manford is now virtu- 
dly continuing the enquiry, " where is the promise of his 
coming." If the exact fulfilment of a prophecy will show 
what time it refers to, we live in the precise time to which 
the apostle^refers. This he has tried to escape, but he has 
failed. 
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The mehing of the elements with fervent heat, the heav* 
ens being on firo and being dissolved — passing away with a 
great noise, the earth also and the thfngs thit are therein be- 
ing burned up, are all predictions of too great importance to 
have gone by, without any one being able to point to their 
fuKyment on the pagi^s of history. This I have called up- 
on Mr. M. again and again to do, but he has never done it.— 
I am certain he cannot, for they are not fulfilled.— 
In this chapter we have, '* his coming,*' ** the day of judg- 
ment, and perdition of ungodly men," "the day of ih« 
Lord," aiad " the day of God," all together, and all set forth 
« in the most confident language of the apostle, as jfc^lows: 
*^ But the day of^ihe Lord will come as a thief in the nighi; 
li the which the heavens shall pass away with a great noise, 
and the elements shall melt with fervent heat ; the earth al- 
so, and the works that arc therein, shall be burnt up." 

2. My second proof text was 2 Thess. 2:1,3. " Now 
we beseech you, brethren, by the coming of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and by our gathering together unto him, that ye be 
not soon shaken in mind, or .troubled, neither by spirit, nor 
by word, nor letter, as from us, as that the day of Christ is 
at hand. Let no man deceive you, by any means : for that 
day shall not come, except there come a falling away first, 
and that man of sin be revealed, the son of perdition." — 
This passage was written only a very few years before the 
^ destruction of Jerusalem, and some thirty years after the be- 
"^^inning of the reign of Christ, so that it forbids the idea of 
placing the coming of Christ at either of these points, for 
on<& was past and the other was at hand. As before observ- 
ed, the apostle forbids that any man should so construe his 
letter or spirit, as to say the day of Christ was at hand ; for 
he declares uriequivocally, that that day shall not <:ome, ex* 
cept there come a falling away firsts and that man of sin be 
revealed. Mr. Manford here forgot that he' had made the 
coming of Christ at the beginning of his reign, or the begin- 
ning of the gospel dispensation, and began to contend that 
the destruction of Jerusalem was some sixteen years distant, 
and consequently was not at hand. But this position was 
taken from him, by showing that the destructioli of Je- 
rusalem was spoken of frequently from a thousand to fifteen 
hundred years before, and that an event that had been look* 
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ed for^solong a tiine, was emphatically at hand evea when 
sixteen years off. At the very time then, when Mr. Man- 
ford s^ys 4he corning of Christ was at hand^ Paul declared 
that day shall not come^ except the apostacy coine first. This 
apostacy, the apostle declared to be "the man of sin" — 
'* the mystery of iniquity," whom the Lord shall consume 
with the spirit of his mouth, and destroy with the brightness 
of his coming. As long then, as the apostacy or the man 
of sin is not destroyed, you may feel assured, the Lord has 
not come, for he*was to destroy him with the spirit of his 
mouth and the brightness of his coming. 

In the course of the argument, I quoted \ Thess. 4 : 14-18, 
which Mr. Manford admitted to refer to the literal resurres- 
tion of the dead, and the personal coming of Christ. I con- 
tended that the apostle gives no intimation that he speaks of 
any other coming in the second letter than he had spoken of 
in the first, and that the reason why he referred to it in the 
second was especially to correct them in thinking that the day 
of Christ was at hand. In making this admission, which 
by the way is a correct one, that the coming of the first let- 
ter will be at the resurrection, he has yielded up the whole 
question ; for there is neither reason nor plausibility in mak- 
ing the coming of the second letter a different one from 
that of the first. Indeed the apostle alludes to his former 
letter in the second letter., second chapter and second verset 
and forbids that his former letter should be so construed as 
to say the day of Christ was at hand/ This I regard as a 
triumphant argument, not affected in the least by any ihing 
said in the negative. 

3. My third argument was founded upon Acts 8 : 20, 21. 
"And. he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was preach- 
ed unto you: whom the heaven must receive until the times 
of the restitution of all things, which God hath spoken by 
the mouth of his holy prophets since the world began." In 
this passage it is asserted that the heaven must receive Christ 
until the times of the restitution of all things, which God 
hath spoken^ which Universalists admit to refer to the resur- 
rection state ; but Mr. M. says that it refers to the personal 
coming at the resurrection of the dead, and admits that Christ 
has never come in the sense of this passage ; but to escape the 
difficulty, he says the coming in judgment is not a literal, 
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personal coming. To meet him here, I took the position 
that it must bo the personal coming wljpre every eye shall 
see him, and quoted the following passages : *^ Behold, he 
Cometh with clouds, and every eye shall see him, and ihey 
also which pierced him ; and all J^indreds of the earth shall 
wail because of him." Rev. 1:7. ** And then shall they 
SEE THB SON OF MAN coming in a cloud with power and 
great glory." Luke 21 : 27. The lord himself shall de- 
scend from heaven." In addition to thes^ clear expressions, 
Mr. Manford has admitted that the Savior taught them to 
" look up to 'heaven and see him coming in the clouds." 
Could ** the Lord himself descend from heaven," and ** ev- 
ery EYE SEE him," and could aft the tribes of the earth 
mourn because of him, at any but a personal coming? 

4. My fourth argument was founded upon Luke 21 : 24. 
♦*'And they shall fall by the edge of the sword, and shall be 
led away captive into all nations ; and Jerusalem shall be 
trodden down of the gentiles until the times of the gentiles 
be fulfilled." The falling by the edge of the sword, spoken 
of in this passage, is no doubt. the destruction of Jerusalem. 
The captivity of the Jewish nation among all nations, ex- 
tends up to the present time, beyond all dispute. The tread- 
ing down of Jerusalem by the gentiles, also, extends to the 
present time. The times of the gentiles, are not yet fulfilled. 
Well, after all this, ho says, we ** shall see the Son of man 
coming in a cloud with power and great glory." This pas- 
sage, the gentleman told us, without proving il, meant the 
same as the 24th of Matthew, and was all fulfilled at the de- 
struction of Jerusalem. I then showed that even the sign 
of his coming, as spoken of in Mutt. 24th, was not till after 
the destruction of the city, and that the language of the Sa- 
vior relative to those who should say " Lo, here is Christ," 
forbids that we should believe it, which is the same as to de- 
clare that Christ was not there, and consequently that the 
coming referred to must be sought in some other direction. 
This argument still stands in all its force against any coming 
at the destruction of the city, and showing most conclusive- 
ly that the coming to judge the world is future. 

6. In the fifth place, I showed that Mr. Manford and my- 
self agree in several important points. We both agree that 
the scriptures speak of a coming to judge the world. We 
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Also both agree that Christ wiil come in person at the resurrec- 
tioB. But he contends that the coining to judge the world is 
]past and I contend that it is future. It is not material so far as 
onr argument is concerned, how many comings he may re- 
fer to in this world, unless he can find one which is emphat- 
ically the comiiig of Christ to judge the world. Nor does 
it avail anything for me to refer to a fliture ooming, un- 
less I can show that it is connected with judgment. But as 
he admits a personal comiQg of Christ at the resurrection, 
any passage that i can refer to, showing that there Vill be 
judgment at the resurrection, will connect judgment and the 
coming of Christ, and will show that it is future. 

The first passage Iquoted on this point was 5 Tim. 4: I. 
" I chaj^e thee therefore before God, and the Lord Jesus 
Christ, who shall judge the living and the dead at his appear- 
ing and kingdom." This was written many years after the 
establishment of the church, and was in the future when 
Paul referred to it, and consequently could not have been 
his coming at the commencement of his reign; The apos- 
tle says, " who shall judge the quick and dead at his 

1PPEAR1I7G AND KINGDOM." 

This can refer to no^jtldgment this side of the resurrection 
of the dead, for the dead cannot be judged in the kingdom 
on earth. Mr Man ford has attempted no escape on this 
point, only to quote Eph. 2 : 1,}" dead in trespasses and sin,** 
and tells us that ^^ quick and dead " in the passage before Us 
means the same. But he has no reason for saying so, and 
of course can give none. In connection with this, I quoted 
the following r *' And he commanded us to preach unto the 
people, and to testify that it is he which was ordained of 
God to be the judge of quick and dead." Acts 10: 42.— 
This, as the passage first quoted, was pronounced *' dead in 
trespasses and in sins," and this was the only effort made« — 
That these passages refer to the literally living and dead, is 
as evident as any position can be. They both then, in 
spite of all caviU teach that Christ shall judge the dead, 
which cannot be in this4i^e, and must be future. 

In the same argument, I relied on the unequivocal lan- 
guage of Paul : " It is appointed unto men once to die, but 
after this the judgment." Heb. 9 : 27. The only no- 
tice the gentleman has given this, is what he said in his l^st 
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speech, atid even there he offered to aiigmi^t, jbut^inply 
a^fs^^ that it was the figurative l>r^8acrUicUl death of 4b& 
high priest. But he could with just as much propriety, have 
asserted that it meant any thing else. That the passage ren 
fers to the apolntment of God. for m^n pnee to die and aAer 
this be judged, is as clear and obvious a^ jany thing can be. 
if you would put it into the hands of a thousand, who have 
never heard any dispute on the passage, they would all de* 
cide with one voice, that it mesuit liter^ d^ath, nor can any 
one gi^re a good reason for saymg it means any thing else. 
What shows farther that it can refeyr to no death of the high 
priest, is the fact that the very next verse refers to the com* 
rng of Christ. We have here then^ death, apd after death 
the judgment and coming of Christ. If then, any Ifuiguafe 
can establish a proposition, this language will establish mine. 
There was no coming of Christ connected with the whole 
servijce of the high priests, but in the passage before us a 
coniing of Christ is spoken pf, and it is declared to be after 
death ; and what is to the point is, that it is a cotning injudg' 
ment. This coming is future beyond all dispute. 1 have 
not gone into a lengthy refutation of my friend ^s position on 
this passage, such as I have frequet)||y aecn from others^ be- 
cause J think his position so absurd as not to demaud it; • - 

In order still more clearly and forcibly, if possible, to es« 
tablish the position that the world will be judged at the jres- 
ijrrection of the .dead and the personal coming of- Christ, 
which Mr. Manford admits to be at the resurrection of the 
dead, I quoted the following : 

^' And I saw a great white throne, and him. that sat on it, 
from whose face the earth and the heaven fled away, and 
there was found no place for them. And Isaw the dead, 
small and great, stand before God; and the books, were 
opened ; and another book was opened, which, is the book of 
life ; and the dead were judged out of those things which 
were written in the books, according to their works. And 
the sea gave up the dead which were in it; and death and 
hell delivered up the dead which were in them ; and they 
were judged every man according to their, works. And 
death and hell were cast into the lake of lire. This is the 
second death. And whosoever was not found written in the 
book of life was cast into the lake of fire." Rev. 20 : 1 1-15. 
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In this palssag€rwe have a ri^urrectioA fr<$m the dend, de- 
scribed in the most particular manner^ The sea gave up 
the dead which were in it. Death gave up those under itd 
dominion. The oliseen world releases tip the departed spir- 
its, all, hM smalt and great stand before God and are judg- 
ed. How is all this to be applied to those dead in sins ?-^ 
Persons dead in sins, and alive in body, do not get into the 
unseen world. I h^ve already shown that Universal istsad-^ 
mit that deatfi will bfe destroyed at the resurrection; arid in 
this passage it is stated that death and hell were cast into the 
lake of fire. Here then is the destruction of death at the 
resurrection of the dead, and John proceeds in a very few 
words aftei'wards, to inform us that there will be no more 
deafhr Here too, after the resurrection of the dead, we are 
informed that those not written in the book of life, are cast 
into the lake of fire. ** 

This passage bids defiance to all cavil. It represents the 
king as seated upon the throne, and the dead, small and 
great, assembled before him, and every man rewarded accor-' 
ding to their works. Just so certain as this refers to the res- 
Qrrection of the dead, the judgment and the coming of Christ, 
are future, and will be at the resurrection of the dead. — 
What has Mr. M. done with this passage ? Nothing, only 
to assert in a kind of whole-sale way, as he he has generally 
done, when pressed, that it refers to the coming at the begin-' 
ing of Christ's reign on earth. Thus he has John contem- 
plating judgment in the future, some sixty-five years afler the 
beginning of the reign of God on earth. Yes, according to 
some of his doctrine, since the commencement of this de- 
bate, the judgment was past some sixty-five years with the 
coming of Christ, but John is looking for it in the future. — 
But the placing of it at the resurrection of the dead, which' 
he admits to be at the personal appearing of Christ, fixes the 
whole question beyond all dispute. Mr. Manford became so 
alarmed by the /ear of hell and the smell^of brimstone while 
on this point, that he actually told us that the holy city that 
he speaks of in the same connection, where " there shall h6 
no more deaths nor sorrow, nor pain, and all tears shall be 
wiped away," was the church that was established on earth! 
When a man is driven to such an alternative as this, his case 
needs but little comment. If will be understood. ♦ 

•7 
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Aft aootlttr proof on the 8ame poiat, I quoted the following: 

'* Marvel not at this : for the. hour is coming, in the which 
all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come 
forth ; they that have done pood, unto the resurrection of life, 
and they that have done evil unto the resurrection of damna- 
tion.'* John 6: 28, «9. 

This is one of the most clear and plahi passages in the 
whole bible on a literal resurrection from the dead, and as it 
refers to the resurrection of the dead, it refers to the personal 
cominff of Christ ; and as some come forth to the resunec- 
tion of life, and some come forth to the resurrection of dam- 
nation, it implies a judgment We have here, then, the re- 
surrection, the coming of Christ, and judgment, altogether.— 
The only escape Mr. Manford has attempted on this passage, 
is to assert that this resurrection is from a state of sin. This 
I have sufficiently examined initbe forepart of this speech.— 
On this point, my friend has been driven to say virtually that 
*^the resurrection unto life" is past, to escape a judgment to 
come. Yet, little as he has done with this passage, the fate 
of his whole theory hangs upon his effort. Just as sure as 
this passage refers to a literal resurrection, that sure his whole 
theory is ruined. No argument from any other passage can 
save it. What an effort lor his entire system to hang upon ! 

While on this same point, I quoted the following : "But 
when thoa makest a feast, call the poor, the maimed, the lame, 
the blind ; and thou shalt be blessed ; for they cannot recom- 
pense thee, for thou shalt be recompensed at the resurrection 
of the just." Luke 14; 13, 14. 

I showed that the Savior here speaks of the "resurrection 
of the just," in almost the same words that Paul does, Acts 
24: 16, where he speaks of *'a resurrection both of the just 
and unjust." Yet, this latter is admitted by Universalists, to 
refer to the literal resurrection of the dead, but the former, 
Mr. Manford refers to a resurrection from a grave of sin, and 
contrary to the teaching of Christ, who only promised tribula- 
tion in this world, contends that the good will be recompensed 
at the resurrection of the just in this life ! Were it not for 
the 16th of 1st Corinthians, and one or two passages more, 
he would deny that a literal resurrection is spoken of in the 
whole Bible. Such is the issue that any man must inevitably 
be driven to, who denies that the coming of Christ is* future. 
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Even "the resurrectioD 6f the just" must be tortured to mean 
somethii^ in this: life, to escape a recompense at the resur* 
rectien of the dead, as is clearly taught in this passage of the 
word of God. Yes, ^Uke resurrection unto lifb" and *Hhe 
rtturrectien of the just'' must be explained all to be past, to 
save Universalists from the fear of hell ! * 

I have^ shown by the similarity of expression, in the 24th 
and 26th of Matt., the 21st of Luke, ther 16th of 1 Cor., and 
% Thess., Heb. 9th, and other passages, that they all evidently 
refer to the same coming of Christ and the same judgment. 
Christ is spoken of in many places as being accompanied 
by all the holy angels, and this too in the same passages 
where the clouds of heaven are mentioned. Accompanying 
the same expressions, we find flaming fire, and vengeance 
being taken on them that know . not God and obey not the 
gospel. Some of these passages connect the coming . c^ 
Chnst and the resurrection of the dead, and consequently 
you have all these various events connected together at the 
coming of Christ to judge the world. 

The plan of Universalism is to select a few passages where 
nothing is said about judgment or punishment, ana call that 
a different coming, and a different resurrection from all the 
others. But no man ever did give a good reason for such a 
course, and no man ever can. The only reason for making 
two comings, is to try to escape hell. When men are driven 
to such a desperate course from the fear of hell, they certainly 
are troubled more with fear than most men. 

7. 1 have called upon Mr. Manford again and again, to 
tell us what the judgment was. He has referred to a judg- 
ment which he allows was before the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, but he would not say it was the judgment. He has 
frequently referred to the destruction of the' Jews, but this, he 
says, was not the judgment. Well, what is the judgment ? 
He has not, and he cannot tell what! Still he, at times, 
appears certain that it is past. Yet he admits that it is future, 
at timies. I am therefore at a loss to know what he means by 
judgment. There is something spoken of emphatically in the 
Scriptures called the judgment. This event he has not re- 
ferred to, and will not. He need not refer to the destruction 
of Jerusalem, for. this, he says, is hot it. Where, then, or 
what is his judgment ? 
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When the Lord says, **we shall all •tand before the judg- 
ment-seat of Christ/' he did not refer to standing at any jndg^- 
ment-seat at Jerusalem, for he said it to those not concerned 
with what occurred at Jerusalem, but to those living in the 
dty of Rome. Wonderful logic, this Universalian logic, tru- 
ly ! It would represent the Lord as threatening the Romans 
with judgment^ with flaming fire, with vengeance, &;c., &c., 
when he really mednt nothing but the destruction of a cky 
more than one thousand miles distant, from all of which they 
were in no more danger than a Friend Quaker here is from 
the taking of the city of Mexico ! What a bundle of non- 
sense! See also the apostle writing to the Thessalonians, of 
the coming of the Lord ! Does he mean the destruction of 
Jerusalem ? What danger were they in from that event ?— 
The same is applicable to all the letters addressed to those 
churches remote from Jerusalem. 

Fellow-citizens and neighbors : You have listened with 
the most' profound attention to the arguments I have offered 
to show ihfit the coming of Christ to judge the world is future. 
In view of the solemn declarations of the word of God to 
which I have referred you, I am confident that you feel as 
certain that the coming of Christ to judge our race is future, 
as you do that the Bible is a revelation from God ; and when 
you shall lay down your mortal bodies, you will feel the 
same assurance of judgment at the re'surrectiomof the dead 
and the coming of Christ, that you do of a resurrection from 
the dead. 

You have heard what Mr» Manfbrd could say in opposition 
to this clear and explicit doctrine of the holy Scriptures, and 
you must feel satisfied that the evasions he has made are of 
a character too weak for an intelligent man to risk his repu- 
tation as a man of clear mind upon, to say nothing of the 
salvation of his soul. I am certain yoo will not receive such 
miserable contradictions and absurdities. I am certain that 
you cannot harbor them in preference to the truth of God. 

I say then, that after giving the most careful attention to 
the study of the holy book in my power, for a goocUy num- 
ber of years, I am compelled by honest conviction, and by 
every candid impulse, to assure you that we may most cer- 
tainly expect to be judged after death. What manner of per- 
sons ought we then to be in all holy conversation and godli- 
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ness, lookuig for and hastening unto the coining of the day 
of God. Liet us not inquire ** where is the promise of his 
coming ? " but remember that ^* the heavens and the earth 
which are aow are resbrved unto fike against the day of 

JUDGMENT AND PERDITION OF UNGODLY MEN." 

[ Time expired,] 



MR. MANFORD'S CLOSING SPEECH. 



My Pri£i«ds : 

The first thing 1 shall do will be to notice what Mr. Franlp* 
lin said in his last speech, and also some things that he did 
not say; aHer which I will proceed to a brief recapitulation. 

The gentleman continues to reiterate his stereotyped false- 
hood, (and he knews it to be such as well as you or I do,) 
that I am ansrv. I have remarked that he looks as shamed 
as a whipped dog when he comes to that place in his speeches, 
for he well knows that he is slandering me, and he also is 
well aware that you know it. Tlie gentleman is w«U under- 
stood by this congregation. He tells that story only when he 
is^'a used up^man," sticking in the mud of partialism at the 
head of Salt River, Then, when he ought to be saying his 
prayers, he blazes away about my being mad ! I expect we^ 
shall hear that song through the debate, for it is a cry of dia- 
tress. 

I will notice what he said about my reference to collateral 
authority. He allows that when I have "nothing else to say" 
1 can spend my time "in reading from Dr. Clarke, A. Camp- 
bell, and Dr. George Campbell and others ;" and that I am 
** not willing to rely upon my own arguments," consequently 
that 1 " spend my time in trying to make this audience be- 
lieve that these great men are with me, and thus gain their 
influence to support what they looked upon as the most silly 
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and contemptiUe nonsense ever uneredl*! " dec, &c. Now, 
my friends, all this is easily enough said ; but will it be as 
easily believed by this audience ? 

In the first place, then, I remark that I have noibeen try- 
ing to make this audience believe that '* these great men " 
were Universalists ; every body knows they were not. Nei- 
ther have I tried to *'gain their influence to support" Uni- 
versalism, or as the gentleman terms it, ** what they looked 
upon as the most silly and contemptible nonsense ever utter- 
ed.'* The question is not Universalism ; but the coming of 
the son of man to judgment ; and on this question I have not 
simply been *' trying to make you believe that these great 
men are with me," but I have been showing you that they 
are, without any doubt, with me — ^that they agree with me, 
and with Universallsts, in the application of certain passages 
about which Mr. Franklin and I have been disputin^^ 

He says he is ** not to be led off from the true issue to de- 
fend Dr. Clarke, A. Campbell, or any one else ! " Now be 
it known to the gentleman, and to this audience, that nobody 
wished him to be thus '* led off," or to ^* defend*' these men I 
They need none of his defence! They can defend them- 
selves. He accuses me of " twisting the words of these great 
men into the support of Universalism," and of making ^*ga^ 
bled perversions " from their writings I I deny the cha^, 
and hurl it back upon the author as being an imputation both 
false and wicked ! Why did not the gentleman show where- 
in I 'Uwisted" their language, or made ^'garbled perversionsl" 
He knew better ; he knew he could not ! I tell you now, 
right in the face of his false and contemptible imputation, that 
I quoted all these men correctly — and this Mr. Franklin 
knows, if he knows anything about their writings. But it 
was easier for him to say what he did than to prove it ! 

But he says I am not willing (like him, I suppose.) to rely 
upon my own arguments, and hence 1 appeal to other men. 
But why 4id I do so ? I will tell you. Mr. Franklin takes 
up a passage and says it means so and so-r^hat it applies to a 
future judgment, for instance. I deny his application of the 
pal^ge. He affirms that he is right, and wishes you to take 
his word for it. I affirm with equal assurance 'that I am 
right, and think that my word is as good as his. Now, to 
show you that be must be wrong* and that I must be right, I 
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appeal td some half dozen eminent conomentators and theolo- 
gians, and among ihem Alexander Campbell himself — believ- 
ers in future judgment and endless punishment, all of whom 
agree with me in the application of the passage in dispute. 
It is true i might rely solely upon my own arguments, for I 
believe that in every instance [ have shown by incontrovert- 
ible argument, that my friend has misapplied his proof-texts, 
as well as other passages to which he has referred. But I wish 
to make "assurance doubly sure," so as to satisfy you be- 
yond all doubt that I am correct, and that the notion that 
Christ is yet^ com o to judge the world is not only wiihoux 
evidence, but is directly contrary to the plain word of God. 
The evidence of these men is the mors valuable from the 
fact that they all believed in future and endless punishment. 
Had there been any way to apply those passages which speak 
of Ghrist's coming in judgment, dec, to the future world, 
consistent with candor and honesty, they undoubtedly would 
4iave done so^ but^seeing and understanding iheir true applica- 
tion and meaning, they were too honest not to declare it. 
But why does nt)t Mr. Franklin refer to commentators to 
sustain him in his views 1 The reason is very plain — he 
cannot find any who will agree with him ! But then, in or- 
der to be even with me, he would hare to quote from Uni- 
versalists to prove hiff^sitions. I quote from men on his 
side — from Partialists ; he should quote from men on my 
side — from Universal ists. But this he cannot do ; and what 
is still worse for him, he can find but few, if any, even 
among his own commentators and writers, that will agree 
with him! This is precisely his situation. No wonder he 
makes a fuss about my appealing to commentators. Let 
him do so, if he can. 

In regard to the propriety of doing so, I ask if it ia 
not done, more or less, in all debates in Christendom ? See 
the many debates between Mr. Campbell and his party, and 
their opponents, the Pedo-baptists. Mr. Franklin, I venture 
to say, would not have such a repugnance to the testimony 
of commentators, if he could only find some who would tesf* 
tify in his favor. This is the secret of the matter, my 
friends. But notwithstanding the gentleman's repugnance, 
I shall continue to quote from commentators and eminent 
theologians, whenever I deem it advisable, during the pro* 
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gress of this debate. I not oiily claim it as a privilege so to 
do, but I hold it to be my duty to let you know what 
other eminent divines say, besides Mr. Franklin anxl myself 
•—rand especially in regard to points on which he aod 1 
differ. I shall not ask you to take my word simply, but ob 
^^ important questions between us, in regard to the meaning 
and application of certain texts, or the definition of certain 
words, I will sustain my position by the testimony of other 
and more e/ninent men. You can then judge between us. 

The gentleman next says, that he ^'only asserts what most 
of this audience well know," when Jie asseig^ that I have 
**doBe little more than assert t^iat I proved this, that and the 
other, a few dozen times." lie surely takes a good deal 
upon himself when he says thia audience knows all this! 
Suppose I say this audience knows that he has done but little 
more than assert this, that and the other, throughout this 
whole day. HaveLl ifot asgobd grounds for saying so, as he 
has for his assertiont \Yhere did you ever ^e a man who 
was better at making assertions, than my sOpporient ? And 
where did you evQi^ hear more plain, unsophisticated, bald- 
faced assertions in the same length of time, than you heard 
from the gentleman during his last speech ? My friends, 
this debate is going to be pjrinted in a book, and you can then 
during your leisure moments, uninfluenced by excitement or 
prejudice, look over and review our speeches; and if you do 
not then say that the gentleman's last speech caps the climax 
for ^'assertions" without proof, I am very certain you will at 
least say, that he should be the last man in the world to say 
any thing about other people's "assertions!" Policy, at 
lec^t, .would require that he should be still on this point! 
But after all, my friend, you are to decide who deals most in 
assertions, jind who in argument. I appeal to you, and 
those who jnav read our debate. 

Butj the gentleman says I have '*had judgment to com- ^ 
mence at the destruction. of Jerusalem, and the establish-' 
ment of the church at the same time" — then I had judgment 
before the destruction of Jerusalem" — and then "in my 
last speech,* admitted that the church was established at 
Pentecost," &c. Now, I will tell you what 1 have "had," 
my friends. I have had a judgment — "ihe judgment of 
the Ancient of days," befpre the destruction of Jerusalem. 



is 
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Thts was prevlous'tolkecommencemem of Christ's reigo — 
the ^'judgment to which Daniel, (chapter 7,) refers to, wjiich 
tpok place before '*one like the Son of Man came to the 
Ancient of days" to receive* a kingdom. Then I had 
another ^'judgment" at the destruction of Jerusalem — and 
this was the first judgment under the Messiah's reign : 
the commencement of ttie . judgment of the world, by the 
Son of Man. Previous to thk time, God the Father had 
judged the world; then, and «tni;^ then, all judgment was, 
and has been, committed to the Son. The difference be- 
tween us,'is this: Mr. Frankli n seems to have but one idea on 
the subject of judgment, and every time the word "judgment" 
occurs^ he becomes frightened, and concludes that it me«4)s 
an awful judgment at the end of time, when all the de- ' 
scendems of Adam, will be assembled somewhere or other in 
the vast universe of God, to hear their final doom ! While 
I, (and I think with some^ degree of rationality,) believe 
in many judgments ; that there were many very signal judg- 
ments, even- before that dreadful judgment which resulted 
in the destruction of Jerusalem! and that these judg- 
ments were executed by the Father, except the latter, 'which 
was executed by the Son, and is denominated in scripture lan- 
guage,, the ^'coming of the Son of Man, in power and great 
glory," "in the clouds of heaven," "4n His kingdom," &c., 
4^0.; so called probably, because it was the first judgment 
under his reign. 

In regard to "the church" being established or in exist- 
ence previous to the triumphant establishment of " the 
kingdom," I read in my last an extract from Mr. Campbell's 
"Christianity Restored," showing that "as the erection of 
the Jewish tabernacle Wias the work of some time," "so was 
the complete erection of the new temple of Goil," .&c. 1 , 
shall have occasion to refer to this quotation again before ; 
1 sit down; but I beg to read another extract from the same ' 
book, (pige 175,) which bears more directly *on this point. 
"The communities," says Mr. Campbell, "collected and 
set in order by the apostles, were called the congr^ation of 
Christ, and all these taken together are sometimes called the 
kingdom of God. But the phrases, "Church of God" or con- 
gregation of Christ," and the phrases, "kingdom of heaven*" 
or "kingdom of God," do not always, nor exactly represent the 
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same thing.'* So the gentleman should be careM and 
not^confound "the church" and "the kingdom," when they 
do sot mean the same thing. The church, properly so 
called, was in existence many years before the destruction of 
Jerusalem, but it was not until then that Christ come in 
his kingdom, or commenced his judgment ; anrd whenever 
Universalists speak of the church being established at the "de- 
■oruotion of Jerusalem," or "commg of the Son of Man," they 
use the word church in the sense of kingdom, and not in the 
•Mse of congregation 

The gentleman nextrefexs to Matt. J 6 : 27, 28, and says 
he " was perfectly astonished ta see me so confused by the 
few words he had said " on that passage ! Now, he cculd 
not have been more astonished than I was to bear him make 
this declaration ! Confused, iitdeed ! When have I exhibited 
any symptoms of teing confused ? The man must be crazy 
from self-conceit, or else is perfectly reckless of what he 
says ! I have no consciousness of being confused from 
any thing he has said on this passage, or any other ; neither 
have I any fears that I shall be from any thing he may yet 
say, during this debate. He is particularly astonished that 
I should " deny that there are two verses," when I had " all 
along spoken of two verses." Does he not know that whep 
I spoke of two verses, I did so in conformity to the modem 
arrangement of the text into verses ? — and that when I denied 
there being two verses in reality, I did so in reference to the 
original order in which the text was written ? Most assuredly 
the gentleman knew all this. For a man to talk as Mr. 
Franklin did, afler hearing what I said on this subject, be 
must be somewhat deficient, either in conscience or under- 
standing !-*pI leave you to judge which. 

And Aow in regard to this passage in Matt. 16— -I ask in 
the name of high heaven, what has the man said ? Not 
what has he said at which I should be " confused," — ^bnt 
what has he said in order to sustain his wild and unnatural 
position ? Take all he has said, from beginning to end, and 
put it together, and make as much of it as you possibly can, 
and I solemnly aver that it amounts to nothing more than a 
pitiful begging the question ! He says the * two verses, * or 
as the passage was originally spoken and written, the two 
9entence$y refer to two diffeyent events — ^the latter one to an 
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event which passecLnear two thousand years ago ! and the 
former one to an event which is yet in the future ! And what 
evidence or argument does he offer in favor of this position ? 
Why, first; It is so, because it is so; and, second ; it is rea- 
sonable to suppose so ! And because I took it for granted 
that the man was in earnest, and went to work and exposed 
his unnatural and untenable position, and appealed to a num- 
ber of commentators to show you that I was not alone, but 
had the whole weight of orthodox authorijy on my side, why, 
he says I, was ^'confused," and that I was *'not willing to 
rely upon my own argumen^fl " How yery contemptible is 
such a course ! 

Bui I deny his argument. I deny, first, that it is so ; and, 
second, that it is reasonable to suppose so I And here, in 
these few words I have offered as. good an argument, and as 
much proofs as Mr. Franklin has ia all he has said in favor 
of his poation. 

But I proceed to remark, firsts that facts are against him. 
Ist. There are not " two verses " in the original tett. The 
passage is composed of two closely connected sentences, 
spoken at the same moment, and in reference to the same 
thing. 2d. The first sentence, (or what is the 27th verse in 
the common version) does not refer to '^ the final judgment " 
in eternity, because there is no such judgment taught or 
referred to in the Bible. 3d. It refers to the same judgment 
that the second sentence, or 28th verse refers to, which was 
to take place, or commence, when the Son of man should 
come in his kingdom. 

Second. Keason and common sense are against him. The 
plain reading of the passage shows that but one judgment 
and one event is referred to in both sentences. Let us read 
the passage just as it occurs in the original text : ^^ For the 
Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father, with his 
uigels ; and then he shall reward ev^ry man accor(Ung to 
his works. Verily Isay unto you, there be some standing 
here which shall not taste of death, till they see the Son of 
man coming in his kingdom." Now, I venture the assertion 
that there is not one man in ten thousand, the world over, 
who, uninfluenced by preconceived opinion, would read this 
passage and come to any other conclusion than that the 
whole of it referred to but one and the same ^^ coming." Not 
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an intimation is given by the Savior that a part of it refers to 
a coming which was then thousands of years distant, while 
the balance meant a coming which would be in the life time 
of some who stood by ! But on the contrary, the very nature 
of the language shows that but one event is alluded to. Tike 
fact is first declared, that the Son of man shall come in the 
glory of his Father, with his angels, 6&c., and then to make 
the matter appear more certain and definite, it is added : 
*' Verily 1 say u^to ^you, there be some standing here 
who shall not taste of death till they see the Son of man thus 
coming," or, which is the same, " till they see hfm coraiog 
in his kingdom." 

I remark, in the third place, that the amount of learned au- 
thority is against such a division of the passage. In my last 
I gave you the testimony of Dr. Clarke, Wynne, E-shop 
Pearce, Dr. Hammond, KnatchbuU, Rosenmuller, and Light- 
foot — all orthodox commentators, — who understand both sen- 
tences as referring to the same event, and that the coming of 
Christ at the destruction of Jerusalem. 1 might have added 
as many more, had 1 deemed it necessary. But had 1 added 
the testimony of ever^^ commentator and learned divine in 
Christendom, it would have been the same with Mr. Frank- 
. lin. What cares he for the opinions of other men ! lie 
would have said I was confused, or angry^ and was afraid 
to rely upon my own arguments ! But I tell the gentleman 
that the testimony of these '* great men " forms a part of my 
argument. 

In conclusion, I remark, that no man can divide these two 
sentences and refer them to two different events, without 
doing violence to every rule of language, and to the plain 
word of God. This I maintain boldly in the face of the 
world, for I know I am correct. No man can offer the first 
shadow of a reason for such, a division of the passage, except 
an anxiety and determined disposition to support the unrea- 
sonable, unscriptural, heathenish, hellish, and damnable no- 
lion of a general judgment beyond death ! And the most 
that ever has been said, or ever can be said, in favor of such 
a division, amounts to nothing more than a downright begging 
of the question ! — and begging it, too, in the face of facts, 
reason, common sense, and the weight of learned authority ! 
This is all I shall say on this subject. 
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There is another point which Mr. Franklin, throughout 
this day, has taken for granted, which 1 unequivocally deny. 
It is that *'the coming of Christ to commence his reign," 
look place on the day of Pentecost. Hence in reference 
to the passage in 2 Tim. 4: 1, **who shall judge the quick 
and the dead at his appearing in his kingdom," he «ays "the 
coming in his kingdom to commence his reign had passed 
some thirty years, when Paul uttered these words." Now, 
the event which took place on the day of Pentecost, is 
no where in the scriptures, called "the coming of the Son 
of Man," nor "coming in his kingdom," nor "coming to 
commence his reign!" And in the entire absence of such 
language being applied to that event, and in view of the fact that 
this language refers to the "coming of Christ" at the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, and is so understood by nine-tenths of the 
best commentators and theolpgians in Christendom, I have 
denied the gentleman's position. Nevertheless, he persists in 
taking it for granted that he is correct, as though nothing 
had been said, and without giving the first particle of evidence 
that he is correct ! I protest against such proceedings ! 
The coming of Christ in his kingdom, did not take place 
on the day of Pente(?bst ; and therefore the coming in his 
kingdom to commence his reign, had not passed some thirty 
years when Paul uttered these words ! This event was 
still future at that time ; and the apostle simply meant that 
when Christ should appear, in his kingdom — should enter 
upon his reign, he would judge both the righteous and the 
wicked. Similar language is found in 1 Pet. 4: 17, "For the 
time is come that judgment must begin at the house 
of God ; and if it first begin at us, what shall the end be of 
them that obey not the gospel of God ?" This language was 
written but a few years before the destruction of Jerusalem ; 
and in the same chapter and but a few verses before, 
the apostle says : "But the end of all things is at hand, 
be ye therefore sober, and watch unto prayer." 

The gentleman says he has "called t)n me to tell him 
when the judgment passed, if indeed it be passed," and then 
adds, that 1 "admit that it is not passed, but is future, and thus 
give up the whole dispute!" Now, what an abominable mis- 
representation was this ! Have I not said all along that 
Christ's judgment was to be oo-extensive with his reign i a«d 
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that his judgment could not be passed, that is, completed, lin* 
less he has closed his reign ? I showed very conclusively 
that one judgment was passed — the '^judgment of the Ancient 
of days," which preceded the commencement of Cbrist^s 
reign, and consequently the commencement of his judgment; 
but the question, my friends, is not whether the judgment 
is passed or future, but whether the coming of Christ to com- 
mence his judgment, is past of future. This is the question, 
and I hope you will not lose siffht of it. This coming I 
maintain to be past — that it tpok place when he entered upon 
bis reign, and commenced his judgment by punishing the 
Jews ; but that his judgment will not be passed or completed, 
till he has finished his reign, and shall deliver up the king- 
dom to his Father. 

In reference to the passage in John 5: 28, 29, it is not ne- 
cessary for me to say much, or to go over the subject again. 
Sufficient was said in my last to show to any reasonable mind 
that this passage does not refer to the immortal resurrection. 
Take the passage in its connection, and compare it with Dan. 
12: 1, which' is admitted by all commentators, theologians, 
and writers of any note to be a parallel passage, and you will 
have no difficulty in seeing that the event to which the Savior 
alluded, has long since transpired. In the 24th verse we 
read : "Verily I say tmto you, he that heareth my word, and be- 
lieveth on Him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall not 
come into condemnation ; but is passed from death unto life.*' 
This language, as no one will dispute, must be understood in 
a moral sense. The next verse reads, "Verily, verily I say 
unto you, the hour is coming, and now is, when the dead 
shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and they that hear 
shall /ire." . Here the same subject is continued — the same 
moral resurrection and moral life being intended, which 
no one who has any regard for his reputation, will deny. 
The Savior continues, and in verse 28- says, "Marvel not at 
this, for the hour is coming, (approaching, near by, for this 
is the meaning of the original) in which all that are in 
the graves shall hear his voice, and shallcomeforth, they that 
have done good to the resurrection of life, and they that have 
done evil, to the resurrection of condemnation." Let us 
now turn to the 12th of Dan. "And at that time shall Michael 
Stfnd up, the great prince which standetb fpr the chil* 
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dren of thy people, and .there shall be a time of trouble, such 
as never was since there was a nation, even to that same 
time ; and at that time thy people shall be delivered, every 
one that shall be found written in the book. And many 
of them that sleep in the dust of the earth, shall awake, 
some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting 
contempt." — Dan. 12: I, 2. This, undoubtedly, refers to 
the same thing, the same event that is referred to in John 5 : 
28, 29 — so acknowledged by the whole theological world. 
VVell, all we have to do, is to ascertain when this "time 
of trouble" was to take place, and then we shall know when 
this great moral resurrection was to take place. In Matt. 
24: 21, in direct reference to the dreadful catamities soon to 
come upon Jerusalem and the Jewish nation, we have 
the following language of the Savior: "Foir then shall 
be great tribulation, such as was not since the beginning 
of the world to this time, no nor ever shall be." Here then 
is the same "time of trouble" alluded to by Daniel ; and 
at this time of trouble, this great moral awakening or resur- 
rection was to take place. Further comment is unnecessary. 

The gentleman's interpretation of Heb. 9: 27, 28, destroys 
the whole force of the apostle's argument. 

Let any one read the whole of that chapter, and he will 
perceive that throughout, the apostle draws the contrast be- 
tween Christ and hi§ priestly ofBce, imder the new covenant — 
and the priests and their office under the old covenant. The 
whole chapter is devoted to this subject, and to nothing else. 
The apostle then closes the chapter in the following words : 
" And as it is appointed unto men {tois anthropios) once 
to die, but after this the judgment ; so Christ was once offered 
to bear the sins of many ; and unto them that look for him 
shall he appear the second time, without sin (or a sin offering) 
unto salvation." Now, how was Christ "offered to bear the 
sins of >many]" Why so— ^that is, just as it was once "ap- 
pointed" for these men to die or to be "offered" in their sac- 
rifices. And as "these men," the priests under the old cov- 
enant, after offering their sacrifices and making intercessions 
for the people in the sanctum sanctorum, returned and ap- 
peared to the waiting multitude without, to them who were 
looking for them, and^ pronounced the "judgment," the de- 
pision or justification ; sp Christ, after being offered to hefix 
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the sins of many, and passed into the Holy of Holies* idto 
Heaven itself, was to appear the second time (the same as 
thrse men, the priests, appeared) without sin unto salvation, 
to them that look for him. This matter is so plain that it 
seems to me no man who is blessed with a common under- 
standing can fail to see it ! I have not time, neither is it ne- 
cessary, to argue this point any further. All I ask of you, my 
friends, is to read the whole of the chapter (the 9th of Heb.) 
and I will tisk your decision. Indeed, 1 would risk my whole 
faith upon the fact that the interpretation I have given is cor- 
rect. The passage, I affirm, will admit of no other inter- 
pretation. « 

' I will now proceed to notice, briefly, by way of recapitula- 
tion, what Mr. Franklin has done during this day'« debate, 
and what he has not done ; and we shall then be able to see 
how the matter stands. 

The gentleman ^s first argument was founded on 2 Pet. 3: 1 1, 
12— "Seeing then that all these things shall be dissolved, what 
manner of persons ought ye to be in all holy conversation 
and godliness ; looking for and hasting unto the coming of the 
day of God, wherein the heavens being on fire shall be dis- 
solved," &c. It was shown that not only the context but this" 
very passage itself is opposed to the gentleman's views, and 
not only so, but that it furnishes one of the strongest pc^fs 
in my favor. Let us briefly notice the context. The apostle 
commences this chapter by saying that he wrote this sec- 
ond epistle to put them in remembrance "of the words which 
were awoken before" by the "prophets," &c., concerning 
"scoffers"-; — "knowing this first, that there shall come in the 
last days scoffers, walking after their own lusts, saying, where 
is the promise of his coming? [Now why caution his brethren 
against these "scoffers," if there was no "promise of his 
coming" at that time or in their lifetime? Yes, why?] The 
next verse shows that these "scoffers" were then in existence. 
"For this they (the "scoffers") willingly are ignorant of" — 
not will be some two thousand years hence, but are now ig- 
norant. This same apostle, in his first epistle, (ch. 4: 7) s^ys 
to his brethren, "but the end of all things is at hand ; be y^ 
therefore sober, and watch unto prayer." Who did he mean 
hy "ye," that were to watch for the "end of all things?" And 
dp not "the end of all things" and "the last days" refer to 
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he sBme time? So much then for the gentleman's 

JXt. 

30 that the apostle Is writing to his "beloved** brethren*, 
nobody else ; and also bear In mind that this epistle 
itten but a short time before the destruction of Jerusa- 
1 the old economy : ^'Seeing then that all these things 
ich he had just spoken) shall be dissolved, what man- 
persons ouj?ht YB to be — ^looking for and hastening 
3 coming of the days ci God," &c. In the next verse 
inues^ "Nevertheless, we, according to his promise, 
r a new heaven and a new earth, wherein dwelleth 
asness ; wherefore, my beloved, seeing that ye look 
h things, be diligent fhat ye may be found of him in 
without spot, ana blameless."* In the 17th verse he again 
them against the "scoffers," which he terms "the wick* 
Ye, therefore, beloved, seeing ye know these things be- 
>ware lest ye also, being led away witli the error of the 
, fall from your own^steadfastness." In 1 John 2: 18, 
e the following language : " Little children, it is the 
le, and as ye have heard that anti-Christ shall come, 
ow are there many anti-Christs ; whereby we KNOW 
is the last time." This was written but a few months 
the destruction of Jerusalem, and corresponds remark- 
tth the admonition of the apostle Peter, which we have 
id. The "last days," •• last times,*' and "end of all 
" must signify the same time, which were very appro- 
r applied to the last days of the Jewish economy, and 
1 of all things belonging to the old institution, or die old 
s. 

I must say something about the "melting of the ele- 
-^-the heavens being on fire and being dissolved — pass- 
ay with a great noise — ^the earth and the things therein 
)umed up,** &c., as Mr. Franklin thinks "these are mat- 
too great importance to have gone by without any one 
hleto point to their fulfilment on the pages of history." 
loes not the gentleman know that all great commotions 
th, especially in which the Jewish people were concern- 
re described by Jewish writers and prophets in just 
anguage as this? In the language of Dr. Clarke on 
ibject-: "The fall of Babylon is represented by the 
Id constellations of heaven withdraw&ig their light I--^ 
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«nd the sun and moon being darkened. See Isa. 13: 9,10. las 
The destruction of Egypt, by the heavens being covered, the 
sun enveloped iti 'a cloud, and the moon withholding her 
light. See Ezek. 32: 7, 8. The destruction of the Jets by 
Antiochus Epiphanes, is represented by casting down somt 
of the hoirt of heaven and the ^ars to the ground. See Daa. 
8 : 10. And this very desti'uction of Jerusalem (Matt 24) }^ 
is represented by the prophet Joel, ch. 2 : 30, 31, by showing 
wonders in heaven and in eartl\^ darkening the sun, and turn- 
ing the moon into blood. This general mode of describing 
these judgments, leaves no room to doubt the propriety of iu 
application in the present case.'' — Com, in Matt. 24. In coo* 
formity, then, to the prophetic use of language, there is "no 
room to doubt the propriety" of the apostle's use of sucblsD- 
£uage in reference to the passing away of the old Jewish 
heavens and earth, and the establishment of the new beaveiu 
and earth V or the gospel dispensation, which is evidently all 
he meant by this highly wrought language. 

Mr. Franklin's next proof-text was 2 Thess, 2: 1, 3. Thii 
passage has been shown to favor my position instead of his- 
The very language of the text shows that the ^'ooming of the 
jLiord" was to be in the lifetime of those to whom it was ad« ' 
dressed. **Now we beseech YOU, brethren, by the comiBg 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, and by our gathering together unto 
him," &c. Now, where the propriety of beseeching THEM 
by the coming of Christ, if that coming was not to be in their 
hfetime? The argument is conclusive, and I defy mortal man 
to avoid it ! But says Mr. F., ''this language was written 
only a very few years before the destruction of Jerusalem," 
and because the apostle tells them not to **be troubled — as that 
the day of Christ is at hand," to '*let no man deceive thsm 
by any means, for. that day shall not come except (or until) 
there come a falling away first, and the man of sin be reveal- 
ed." Now, the very short time that this passage was written 
^'before the destruction of Jerusalem" happens to be about 
^ixteen years ; and the apostle might, and did, very properly, 
tell them not to "be troubled," as though the day or com- 
ing of Christ was at hand. The whole of this language 
shows that they were looking for and expecting the cow- 
ing of Christ in their day ; and the apostle very propeiiy 
teUathem not to be troubled, not to let anyone deceive tbem^ 
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neither byword nor by letter, "as from us," that is, as puir« 
porting to be "from us" — as that the coming of Christ is at 
hand. - Before "that day," there was to come "falUng away," 
and the "man of sin" was to be revealed. Mr. F. says the 
"man of sin" was the Pope. This idea is adopted occasion- 
ally by others, and was first conceived by the enemies of the 
Roman Church, without the first particle of reason or justice. 
* A more ridiculous, unfounded, false, and wicked perversion 
and slander never was uttered ! Catholics have just as much 
right to apply that language to somebody in the Protestant 
churchy as Protestants have to apply it to the Pope, or to any 
part of the fiomish church! That the apostle meant by 
"man of sin" something that was already beginning to mani- 
fest itself, or to "work," is evident from what he immediately 
says ; he goes right on — describes this "man of sin" in the 
4th and 5^ verses, and then adds in the following two verses : 
"And now ye know what withholdeth, that he (the man of sin) 
might be revealed in his time. For the mystery of iniquity 
. doth already work; only he who now letteth (or withholdeth) 
will let, until he be taken put of the way, and then shall that 
Wicked (the man of sin) be revealed, whom the Lord 
shall consume with the spirit of his mouth, and destroy with 
the brightness of his eoming." On this proof-text, therefore, 
the gendeman has made as signal a failure as on the first. 

I must not omit to notice a little of his argument here just 
to show you how he can argue one way at one time, and an« 
other way at another time, in order to suit the circumstances. 
I admitted that in first Thess. 4, the apostle speaks of Christ's 
coming at the resurrection. The gentleman thinks, there- 
fore, that he must speak of the same coming in second Thess.: 
"for," he says, " there is neither reason nor plausibility in 
raaki]^ the coming of the second letter a different one from 
that of the first." Aside now from the merits of this argu- 
ment (!) I would ask, how«^uch " reason and plausibility** 
is there in making the Savior refer to two different "comings" 
in a single passage, uttered in the same breath, not even di- 
vided by paragraphs or verses? This, you will recollect, Mr. 
Franklin did, in regard to Matt. 16 : ^7, 28. The-Jirsl part 
of the passage the gentleman says refers to a coming whioh 
ig yet mture ; while he admits that the other part of the pas* 
fage refen to a coming that ha9 long sii^ce passed I Iq tht 
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one case, two different letters, written at two different times, 
cannot refer to two different "comings ;" but here one pts* 
sage, spoken at the same time^ can, without any "intimation** 
of the kind, refer to two very different "comings ! !" con- 
sistency ! where art thou? 

' The gentleman's third argument was founded on Acts 4: 
20, 21 — ^**and he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was 
preached unto you; whom the heaven must receive till the 
times of the restitution of all things." This, I admitted, 
referred to the literal and personal coming of Christ, at the 
resurrection of the dead. I denied that Christ was to come 
literally and personally at the destruction of Jerusalem, or to 
commence his judgment. But the gentleman says they were 
to see Christ coming to judgment, and quotes the passage in 
Matt. 24 — ^'^and they shall see the Son of man coming in the 
clouds of heaven," &c., and other similar expressions. To 
this quibble I will reply again, simply by re-quoting a sen- 
tence from his great leader, Mr. Campbell: "But they saw 
the Lord *eome with power ,and awful *glory," and accomplbh 
all his predictions on the deserted and devoted temple, city, 
and people." — Chris. Rest. p. 174. Let the gentleman ask 
Mr. Campbell, if he wants any further information. 

He next raised a quibble on Luke 21: 24. l^e Savior 
in this verse predicts the downfall of Jerusalem and the 
Jewish nation, and incidentally remarks that Jerusalem will 
be trodden down "until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled." 
In the next two verses — 25 and '26 — ^he refers again to the 
•*siffns" that should precede the destruction of the city; ,and 
in tne 27th verse soys, "and then shall they see (he Son of man 
coming in a ploud with power and great glory" Then — not 
at the close of the Gentile dispensation, but immediately 
feUowingthose "signs" mentioned in the two preceding verses. 
The next verse shows that this "coming" was to be in the 
lifetime of those who heard him, for he tells them "when these 
thin^ begin to come to pass, Aen look up, and lift up, your 
heads, for your redemption draweth nigh." It is strange 
that a man should resort to such glaring perversicms of scrip- 
ture, merely to sustain a fanatic theory! 

Mr. Franklin has told you all along that the reign of Christ 
and the kingdom of heaven or of God commenced long befere 
ihe destnictton Jof Jerusalem. This position, as I told you 
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lke&re» be assumed without the shadow of proof, as thou^ 
no one disputed it; while I have all the while denied it. Let 
us now read right on in this account of Luke's, verses 29, 31 
— i*and he spoke to them a parable ; behold the f^tree and 
all the trees ; when they now shoot forth, ye see and know * 
of your own selves that summer is nigh at hand. So likewise 
ye, [who?] when ye see all these things come to pass, knotv 
ye that the kingdom of God is nigh at hand." So then the 
"kingdom of God" did not come some thirty or forty years 
before the destruction of Jerusalem; they were to know that 
it was only "nigh at hfuid" when they saw the "signs" of this 
destruction. 

Who cannot see that the "coming of the Son of man," 
the approach or the establishment of the " kingdom of peace," 
or "kingdom of God," and the "destruction of Jerusalem," 
are co-etaneous events, and were to take place, if ifot at the 
same time, in immediate succession to each other I This 
is an important declaration, and shows very clearly that the 
"kingdom. of God" was not established until Jerusalem was 
destroyed. . 

On the passage in 2 Tim. 4: 1, enough has been said to 
show that Paul had no allusion to a judgment in eternity, 
but that he had direct reference to Christ's coming in his 
kingdom I which was then but a few years in the future ; and 
that by " quick and dead," he only meant believers and un- 
believers^ Enough has also been said to show that the gen- 
tleman is mistaken in his application of Heb. 9: 27, 28. 

, As to the judgment spoken of in Rev. 20th — I showed 
conclusively that it was the samQ that was predicted in the ' 
7th of Dan., and, consequently, took place immediately pre- 
ceding the coming of the Son of man to receive his king- 
dom, or enter upon his reign, and hence is a past event.— 
John 6: 28, 29, has been sufficiently noticed. So indeed 
has all the arguments and passfiges which he has introduced. 
There are some things which he has not referred to which 
are deserving of notice. 

' 1st. I referred to several passages in the Old Testament — 
predictions of Christ, and of the establishment of his king^. 
dom on the earth. Isa. 42: 1-4, "Behold my servant 
iirhom I uphold, mine elect in whom my spul -^ighteth ; I 
have put my spirit upon him ; he shall bring ^lii judgment 
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to the Gentiles, *'"''' he shall bring forth judgment unto 
truth ; he shall not fail nor be discouraged, till he have set 
judgment in the earth, and the isles shall wait for his law/* 

And again : Jer. 23 : 6—" Behold, the days come, saiih 
the Lord, that I will raise unto Daniel a righteous braKcb, 
and a king shall reign, and prosper, and shall execute judg- 
ment and justice in the earth." These passages are direct 
predictions of the commencement of Christ's reign on earth, 
and they show that he was to set up, establish, and execute • 
judgment in the earth. But the gentleman, for obvious rea- 
sons, paid no attention to them ! 

2d. I also referred to several passages in the New T^- 
mem, which show that the time was then *'nigh at hand'* 
when Christ was to commence his judgment. Such as the 
following : " Grudge not one against another, brethren, lest 
ye be condemned ; behold, the judge standeth at the door.** 
Jas. 5:9. '^ Who shall give account to him who is ready 
to judge the quick and the dead," — 1 Pet. 4 : 6. Also, Rev. 
14 : 6, 7 — <*And I saw another angel fly in the midst of hea- 
ven, having the everlasting gospel to preach unto them 
that dwell on the earth, &c., saying with a loud voice, fear 
God and give glory to him ; for^he hour of his judgment is 
COME," &c. Here the " judgment " was to commence with 
the commencement of the gospel kingdom. Also, Rev. 22: 
verses 7 — " Behold I come quickly** — 10, " Seal not the say- 
ings of the prophecy of this book, for the time is at hand *' — 
12, " Behold I come quickly, and my reward is with me t6 
give every man according as his work shall be " — 20, *• He 
which testifieth these things saiih, surely I come quickly. 
Amen, even so, come, Xord Jesus.*' All these passages 
were written but a short time before the destruction of Jeru- 
salem, and consequently but a short time before the coming 
of the Son of man to establish his kingdom. But the gentle- 
man has thought best to pay no attention to them. You are 
at liberty to judge, my friends, the reason of his silence. 

Sd. I also called his attention to the admonitions of the Sa- 
vior to the disciples, to loatch, and be ready for his coming ; 
and desired him to reconcile this fact with the idea that the 
coming was not to be for some thousand years'in the future. 
But this also he was pleased to pass by in silence! This is 
an important matter, my friends ; and so condusive does it 
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appear to my mind, that I believe I would risk the whole 
question on it. Take the 42d and 44th verses of Mati. 24ih^ 
and I defy mortal man to avoid the conclusion that Christ 
was to come-^ — and that he designed his disciples to so un- 
derstand him — during their lifetime. You will recollect 
that this discourse was delivered to the disciples privately, 
(verse 3d.) Now read these verses: " Watch therefore; for 
TE (who ?) know not at what hour your Lord doth come.** 
Again: "Therefore, be ye (who?) a'so ready; for in such 
an hour as ye think not the Son of man cometh." Then 
they were to watch, ihey were to be "ready" — for in such 
an hotnr as tney — the disciples — thought not, the Son of man 
was to come ! There is no getting away from this argu- 
ment. No wonder the gentleman passed it by in silence ? 

But the greatest failure the gentleman has made, and one 
by which he has lost every thing, is in relation to the phrase, 
" this generation," in the 24th of Matthew f You wil^re- 
collect that in the speech before my last, 1 called his atten- 
tion to the fact, that " all these things," the coming of the 
Son of man included, were to take place during that genera- 
tion. In his next speech he replied by saying that " this gen- 
eration,'* meant this family or race of the Jews, and that 
the Jews as a race had not yet passed away ; he also said that 
Greenfield gives this as the first meaning ofc the- word genea, 
and allowed that I had no right to depart from the first mean- 
ing ! In my last I denied his definition of the word, and al- 
so denied most unequivocally that Greenfield gave that ei- 
ther as the firsi or any other meaning of the word — which 
was equivalent to accusing him of misrepresenting Green- 
field, [l-then took the ground that the phrase, this genera- 
tion, never ha» such a meaning as he gave it, but that it al- 
was means the " men of this age " — " those living at the 
time," &c., and that I would risk the whole question between 
VIM Upon this issue. And what has he said in reply ? Not 
one word i I I did expect that he would attempt a reply, al- 
though I knew he could not be successful. 

I will now tell yeu what Greenfield does say of this word, 
and all he says. He gives it but two meanings, viz : 1st "a 
family, generation, descent; 2d, an age, race, or generation 
of men, mcluding- upon the average, a space of thijcj^^yeaj'**'* 
This is the definition he gives the word genea. Its first and 
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primary meaning is, one familv or household* one de6ceat» 
or the offspring or children of one parent or parentsr— ibe 
descendents from one head. In its secondary meaning, and 
with regard to time, it denotes all the families or people liv- 
ing at that time, including as an average, a space of about 
thirty years, or three generations to a century. This U 
its length on an average; but one generation taken sepa- 
rately, will extend much longer, so that there wa$ no impro- 
priety in saying all these things would take place, before 
*Uh!« generation" closes, although the time might be more 
than thirty years distant. 

I will now give you the testimony of two eminent com- 
mentators on this phrase : 

Whitley. "These words— this age or generation shall not 
pass away — ^afibrd a full demonstration that all which Christ 
had said hitherto, was to be accomplished, npt at the conver- 
sion of the Jews, nor at the final day of judgment, but 
in that very age, or whilst some of that generation of men 
lived; for the phrase, never bears any other sense in the 
New Testament, than the men of this age." — Annot, on 
Matt. 24: 34. 

lii&HTFooT. "This generation shall not pass, &ic. Hence 
it appears plain enough, that the foregoing verses are not to 
be understood o£ the last judgment, but, as we have said, 
of the destruction, of Jerusalem." — Exer» on Matt. %^\ 
34. 

I must also add tha testimony of Bloomfield, author 
of **The Greek Testament, with Ekiglish Not^." He says: 
^^he genea au/€" — (this generation.) Notwithstanding the 
descent of some, the phrase can only mean "this very gene* 
ration," "the race of men now living." — Notes on MaU.iii 

This is enough. Were there no other evidence in the 
book, the fact that the Savior said, "This generation shall 
not- pa^s till all these things be fulfiled, is sufficient to show 
that the Son of Man was to come in the clouds of heaven-*- 
in his icingdom— -to establish his re^n, and rewaril men 
according to their works, during the Hfetime of some wJiQ 
saw and heard him. I will risk the whole question, yea 
every thing, upon this fact. The phrase, I maintain, never 




GHSIST^S SBCOjri) eOBOM*. Itl 

liad, never hais, and never can have, any other significatiOB 
than *Hhe men of this age," or those living at the time. 

Now, niy friends, in view of what has been said on both 
sides, during this day's debate, you will excuse me, I hope, 
when I give it as my firm belief that, while Mr. Franklin has 
failed, most signally failed to establish his proposition, 
that the ^'coming of the Son of Man to judge the world'* 
is yet future, I have proved by ihe most incontestible ev- 
idence, «uch as cannot be gainsayed, that this ^'coming 
oftho Lord" is a past event. That it took place, as predicted; 
and looked for by the early christians, during the apos- 
tolic age, when the Jewish temple, city, and nation were de- 
stroyed, and the kingdom of heaven or reign of the Messiah, 
was set up in the earth. This I say, is my belief, in regard 
to the merits of the debate. But all I ask of you is, to 
examine our arguments, and the evidence adduced — weigh 
them well, and then judge for yourselves. ^ 



PROPOSITION II, 

to TB£ SCRIPTUitBS T£ACH THE FINAL HOLINESS ANP HAfTt' 

NE8S OF ALL MANKIND ? 

MR. MANFORD^S FIRST SPEECH. 



Bespected Auditobs : 

The proposition before us to-day is one in which all ixt 
deeply interested. It reads as follows : Do the Scriptures 
tedch the final holin$8s and happiness of all mankind t 1 
affirm — my friend denies. I believe all the wicked will 'be 
saved. He believes some of the wicked will be saved. Nei- 
ther one of us believes 9ny will be saved in their wickedness, 
bat FROM their wickedness — " from their sins." He believes 
in the salvation of a fart of mankind. I believe in the sal- 
vation of ALL mankiiid ; and here we join issue. I now pro- 
ceed to my first proof-text : Matt. xxii. 23 : 3^. " The same 
day came to him the Sadducees, which say there is no resur- 
rection, and asked him saying : Master, Moses said, if a man 
die, having no children, his brother shall marry his wife, and 
raise up seed unto his brother. Now there were seven bro- 
thers ; and the first, when he had married a wife, deceased ; 
and having no issue, left his wife unto his .brother. Like- 
wise the second also, and the third, unto the seventh ; and 
Jast of all the woman died also. Therefore, in the resurrec- , 
tion, whose wife shaH she be of the seven 1 for they alUhad 
her. Jesus answered and said unto them, Ye do err, not 
knowing the scriptures, nor the power of God. For in the 
resurrection they neither marry, nor are given in marriage* 
biit are f^ th^ angels of God in heaven, out as touching the 
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jnBurrtcnon of the dead, have ye not read that which was 
spoken utitoyou by. God, saying, I a« the God of Abraham, 
the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob ? God is not the 
Crod of the dead, but of the living." The parallel passage 
in Luke xx, reads as* follows: "They which shall be ac- 
counted worthy to obtain that world, and the resurrection from 
the dead, neither tnarry, nor are given in marriage : neither 
can they die any more , for they are equal unto the angels ; 
and are the children of God, being the children of the resur- 
rection. Now, that the dead are raised, even Moses showed 
at the bush, when he called the Lord, the God of Abraham, 
and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob; for he'is not a 
God of the dead, but of the living ; for all live unto him.** 
Our Savior did not merely answer the question of the Saddu- 
cees and then stop; but proceeded; 1. To show that tjiere 
was a resurrection. "Now that the dead are raised, even 
Moses showed at the bush." 2. To inform his hearers what 
would be the condition of those raised. 1. They should not 
" die any more." 2. They should ^e " equal unto the an 
gls." 3. They should be the "ciiildren of God." 4. 
They should " live uftto God." 

It is worthy of especial notice that two distinct facts are 
predicated of the raised, Jbecause of their equality with an- 
gels. 1. They should not marry. 2. They should not "die 
any more." Hence we are justified in saying those raised^ 
will not sin or suffer, because of their equality with the an- 
gels. There is no way of escaping from this conclusion 
other than to say the " angels in heaven " sin and suffer ! ! 

I wish to call the attention of Mr. Franklin to the words, 
" they which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world 
and the resurrection from the dead." How many does he 
think will "obtain that world? " (And it would be welt to 
notice that the phrase " that world " in the 36th verse is con- 
nected with the phrase " this world " in the 34ih verse.) — 
Paul said he "hoped for a resurrection of the dead, both of 
the just and unjust." He did not hope that any would be 
raised unjust^ for that would have been a most unrighteous 
hope indeed. Does my friend hope that any will be raised 
unjust? If his hope is as extensive as Paul's hope was, then 
he must certainly believe that all will be " accounted wor- 
thy to obtain that world and the resurrection from the dead," 
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That my proof-text triumphantly sustamisi my propontum. 
cannot but be evident to all who will give it a fair examiii&* 
tioD. If after the resurrection, tlie greater part of roankind 
are to be endlessly miserable, why did not our Savior say so 
when treating of the resurrection ? Why did he never say 
8o ? On the contrary he tells us that '* in the resurrectioo," 
that is, in the immortal world, mankind shall be *^ equal uoto 
the angels " — ^^ the children of God " — thatthey shall not 
'* die any more ; " and that all shall '* live unto God,"-- 
These are glorious announcements — heavenly truths; and 
well worthy of that gospel which brings ^* good tidings of 
great joy, which shall be unto all people.'! 

My second proof is derived from the fiflh chapter of Bo- 
mans. In this chapter we are told that ^^in due time Christ 
died for the imgodly," and "when we wer^ without strength" 
-r-that " God commendeth his love to us, in that while we 
were yet sinners, Christ died for us. Much more then being 
justified by his blood, we shall be saved from wrath through 
him : For if when we were enemies we were reconciled to 
God by the death of his Son, much niore, being reconciled,^ 
we shflil be saved by his life. And not only so, but we also 
joy in God, through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom we have 
now received the atonement," or reconciliation: vWhereforOt 
sps by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, 
and so death passed upon all men, for that all have siiined.'* 
nS a natural death is here meant, then a!l are subject to this 
aeath, hecause all sin, and not because Adam sinned.) "For 
until the law, sii> was in the world, but sin is not imputed 
wherever there is no law. Nevertheless, death reigned firom 
Adam to Moses, even over those that had not sinned after the 
similitude of Adam's transgression, who is the figure of 
him that was to come. But not as the ofience, so also is the 
free gift. For if threush the ofience of one many be dead» 
much more the grace of God and the gift by grace, which is 
by one man, Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto many. And 
not as it was by one that sinned, so is the gift. For the judg- 
ment was by one to condemnation, but the free gift is of 
many offences unto justification." (Not of the Adamic of- 
fence only.) "For if by one man^s offence death reigned by 
one, much more they which receive abundance of grace, 
apd the gift of righteouss ahall reign in life by one, Jesus 
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Christ. Therefore, as by the offence of one, judgment came 
upon dll men to condemnation, even so by the righteousness 
of one the free gift came upon all men unto justification of 
life : For as by one man's disobedience many were made 
sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made 
righteous, ^loreover, the law entered that the offence might 
abound. But where sin abounded, grace did much more 
abothid ; that as sin hath reigned unto death, even so might 
grace reign through righteousness unto eternal life, by Jesus 
Chiist oiir Lord." 

From this passage we learn : 1 . That while'men were yet 
**sinner8,''and "enemies," God loved them. 2. That death, 
moral and spiritual, " passed upon all men," not because 
Adam sinned, but because "that all have sinned." 3. That it 
is "through the oflfence of one, many be dead," not because 
of the offence of one ; for that would contradict tiie expres- 
sion, "FOR that ALL have SINNED." All admit that 
I •for" is here used in the sense of because. 4. That " the 
fitee gift is of many offences unto justification," and not of 
liie Adamic offence only. 6. That if it be true "death pass- 
ed upon all men" because " all have sinned," then it is also 
true that "condemnation came upon all men," because "that 
all have Mnned." 6. That "by the righteousness of one the 
free gift came upon all men unto justification of life," not 
t>ecause of the righteousness of one ; for I do not believe in 
iD(iputed rightousness. Neither does my friend, I believe. 
7. That by oip through "one man's disobedience many were 
made sinners." 8. That by or through " the obedience of 
6tie many shall be made righteous." 9. That " where sin 
abounded, grace did much more abound." 10. " That as 
sin hath reigned imto death, even so might grace reign 
through righteousness, unto eternal life, by Jesus Christ our 
Lord." 

Although I have contended that the death here spoken of 
is moral and spiritud death, I- have done so for the sake of 
truth, not for the sake of the argument, for that is equally 
strong whatever -death is meant^ I have contended also that 
it is "through th^ offence of one, many be dead," and 
not because of the "offence of one," still, if my friend should 
find that I am wrong here, it would not destroy the argument 
bjr any means, In the lai^age of Th, Adain Clarke wt 
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may say : *^Thus we find salvation from sin here is as eiten- 
sive and complete as the guilt and contamination of sin; 
death is destroyed ! hell disappointed I the devil confound* 
ed ! and sin totally destroyed I " 

On the 19th verse Parkhurst says : "The word many in 
this verse signifies the many ; i. e. the mass, the multitude, 
the'whole bink of mankind." Dr. McKnight says, "for as the 
word many in the first part of the verse does not mean sm^ 
part of mankind only, but all mankind, from first to last, who> 
without exception, are constituted sinners, so the many in the 
latter part of the verse, who are said to be constituted nAi- 
eousy mean all mankind ! from the beginning to the ena of 
the world^vithout exception ! " 

No man is a sinner until he sins personally, so no 
man will be accounted righteous, until he personally practices 
righteousness. Hence, if as Paul avers, righteousness will 
extend as far as sin has extended, then all wh^ ever have or 
ever will practice sin, must eventually practice righteousoesi. 
And when all men picactice righteousness, what will prevf nt 
their being saved? Paul draws the pi^rallel lines between 
the extent of sin on the one hand, and of grace on the 
other; and affirms that grace shall extend as far as sio, and 
even abound over it; so that at last all shall end in righteoco- 
ness and eternal life. 

My third proof text is taken from Rom. 8: 18, 23. "For 
I reckon that the sufferings of >^ this present world are not to 
be compared with the glory which shall be revealed in 
us. For the earnest expectation of the creature waiteth foe 
the manifestation of the Son of God. Because the creature 
itself shall also be delivered from the bondage of corruptioo 
into the glorious liberty of the children of God . For w« know 
that the whole creation groaneth, and travailetjh in pain 
together until now, and not only they, but ourselves aI$o, 
which have the first fruits of the spirit, even we ourselves 
groan within ourselves, waiung for the adoption, to wit, 
the redemption of our body." 

We learn from this passage, 1 . That "the creature earn- 
estly expects and waits for the manifestation of the children 
of God." 2. That "the creature was made subject to 
vanity." 3. That this subjection to vaaity was madie with- 
out consulting the will of the creature, 4, Thf^t tbi9 «ubjec- 
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uon was '^in hope.'* 5. That 'Hhe creature shall be deliv- 
ered from the bondage of corruption." 6. That this deUv« 
erance is to be "unto the GLORIOUS LIBERTY of the 
children of God." 7. That the word "creation" most 
evidently refers to sentient and intelligent beings, from 
the fact that it is said to earnestly expect; to "hope," 
to "groan," and to "travail in pain." 8. That those who 
had received the first fruits, (and this implies other fruits) of 
the spirit "groaned" with the creation. "Even we groaa 
within ourselves waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemp- 
tion of our. body." 9. That there is to be a ^eden^tion 
of **our body," that is, the body of humanity — *Uhe sWhole 
creation/' 

Blessed tryth ! The whole family of man shall be re- 
deemed from the thraldom of error and sin, and brought 
into the "glorious liberty of the children of God." Henry, 
Pool, and Macknight, and other good critics say that the 
word rendered creature and creation, in the passage under 
consideration, signifies "every human creature! all man- 
kind." Will Mr. Franklin be so good as to tell us what he 
thinks the word creation here does mean ? 

I now come to my fourth proof. Cor. 15: It appears from 
this chapter, that some among the Corinthians, defied the 
resurrection altogether. The apostle, in order to remove 
this misbelief and establish this most important doctrine in 
the mind of his . readers, goes into a lengthened account 
of its extent, and its effects upon its subjects. 1. With 
reference to its extent, the apostle says : "For in Adam 
all di€f even so in Christ shall all be made alive." 2, As 
to its effects we learn, 1. As those who are raised are raised 
in Christ, I am justified in saying that they will be raised 
free from sin, "If any man be in Christ, he is a new crea- 
tare."— 2 Cor. 6: 17. The phrase "in Christ," is used 
about forty times in scripture, and always applies to those who 
are justified from sin I ! 2. Paul declares that as we have 
borne the image of the earthy (and all bear the image of the 
earthy) we shall also bear the ioMtge of the heavenly." 3. 
**It is sown in dishonor, it is raised in glory." 4. "It is sowi^ 
in weakness, it is raised in power." 6. "It is sown in cor- 
ruption, it is raised in incgrruption.." 6. "We shall all be 
changed," that is, "the dead shall be raised incorruptaUe^ 
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and we shall be changed." So much for the extent ana 
effects of the resurrection ; the former is universal, the lattet 
glorious, sublime, holy. In the chapter before us, the tri- 
umphs of Christ, his kingdom and reign, together with their 
close, and their happy and glorious results are all brought to 
view, presenting a consummation Well Worthy of a Godwhob 
love. 

I shall now notice some of these results and triomphs 
of his reign and kingdom. 1. He is to conquer death. 
"Death is swallowed up in victory." This agrees with 
the words of our Savior, when speaking of tke resurrection, 
and of those who are raised. "Neither can they die any 
more." 2. He is to "put down all rule, all authority, and all 
power," (that is all opposing rule, authority, and power,) not 
even excepting the power of the devil. '^That through 
death, he might destroy him that had the power of death, 
that is, the devil." — fieb. 2: 14. "For this purpose, (will it 
fail ?) was the Son of God manifested, that he mic^ht destrov 
the works of the devil."— 1 John 3: t. 3. "The last enemy 
shall be destroyed--Kleath.." What will hinder the holineas 
and happiness of man, if all his enemies are destroyed ? 
Can my friend tell ? 

4. ** All things shall be subdued umo him, then sliall the 
Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things un- 
der him, that God may be nil in ull 1 ! " After all have 
become subject unto Christ, then Christ is to become subject 
unto God. Hence the word fubject, does not convey, here, 
any idea of misery, but of happiness. And all will be hap- 

5y when they are subdued to the mild and peaceful reign of 
esus Christ. 

On the 26th verse. Dr. Clarke says, " Death can only be 
destroyed by a general resurrection ; if there be no general 
resurrection, it is most evident death will retain his empire. 
Therefore the fact that death shall be destroyed, assures us 
of the fact that there shall be a general resurrection ; and 
this is proof also, that after the resurrectfon, there ehall be 
no more death / / " " Death is swallowed up in victory.*' 
Hence the Apostle exclaims, " O, death, where is thy f ting." 
And immediately he adds, " The sting of death is sin ! " 
What more, my friends* could be said f AH that bear the 
imago -of the earthy, tire to bear iriih &e image of tht 
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heavenly. All are to be made alive in Christ ! ! All are 
to be raised in power ! glory ! ! hnd ineorruplion ! ! ! 

It will be observed that between these four proof texts I 
have just offered, there is not one jarring note, but the most 
perfect harmony; and each one reflects light upon the oth- 
er ; so that over the whole there i^ests a flood of light and 
truth, that can never be removed; and though the heavens 
and the earth may pass away, not one jot or one tittle of 
God's word shall pass away until all be ful filed ; until the 
ransomed rail lions of the race^ of man shall unite in one 
general anthem of praise, ascribing praise unto Grod and 
the Lamb for ever and ever ! ! ! 

Strange as it may appear, some are displeased with such 
glorious results as those I have just mentioned ; such is the 
power and influence of prejudice and preposession on the 
mind of man. My friends, let us all endeavor to divest our 
minds of all wrong bias, and come to this, investigation, un- 
influenced by any thing other than a strong and fervent de- 
sire to know and practice the truth, and with a fixed deter- 
mination to follow truth, lead wherever she may. If such 
is the purpose of our minds, much good may result. The 
great truths of the gospel' may be brought more clearly to 
our view, and all interested and instructed. 

[ Time expired.^ 
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Respected Heaber^: 

I asree with the gentleman, that the proposition under 
consideration, is one in which we are all deeply interested, 
with the proviso, however, that I am right. If ray friend is 
mistaken, and his affirmative is insupportable, as he will cer- 
tainly find it to be, it is of incalculable ia\\ior\.wic^ \W\ ^V 

$ 
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men should know it as soon as possible. But should hb 
proposition prove true, it is of but little importance ^wrhether 
we debate iter not, or whether anybody shall believe it or 
not. 

Without further ceremony, 1 shall proceed to read our 
proposition. It reads as follows : 

Do ike Scriptures teach the final holiness and hapji^neu 
of all mankind f Mr. Manford affirms — I deny. 

Be it observed then, in the first place, that (here is no pass- 
age in the Bible which says, " all men shall be holy." Nor 
is there any passage which says, " all men shaH* be happy.** 
Nor yet is there any passage which says, ** all men shall 
finally be holy and happy.'* This however, is what my 
friend is to prove. We shall see how well he succeeds. 

In his benevolence, the gentleman told you, that he be« 
lieved all the wicked would be saved, and that I believed 
that some of the wicked would be saved. So far as this 
statement relates to his faith, it may be very correct, but I 
most solemnly deny any such belief as he here ascribes to 
me. My Bible tells me, that " the wicked shall Hbe turned 
into hell, and all the nations that forget God." Ps. 3: 17. 
Paul speaks of the wicked, " even weeping," and says, *Mhat 
they are enemies of the cross of Christ ; whose end is de- 
struction." Phil. 3: 18, 19. I do not therefore, believe 
with my friend, that " all the wicked will be saved," nor as 
he says I believe, " that a part of them will be saved," but 
with David, that "they shall be turned into hell," and witli 
Paul, that their " end is destruction." 

He tells us, however, that they will be *^ saved from their 
sins,^* ^ As the salvation he speaks of, is to be in the coming 
world, of course their sins are to follow them to the coonng 
world ; and consequently he admits that they will be sinners 
after death, and consequently that there will be sin in the 
world to come. This, it appears to me, is rather a biad start 
to prove universal salvation I ! 

The first passage introduced to prove the position of my 
friend, is the long-tried passage, Matt. 22 : 23-32, and its 
parallel, Luke 20. How the gentleman finds the proof in 
this passage, that all mankind will be nmde finally holy and 
happy, I can not discover. The words " all mankind " are 
not in the passage. The word " holy," is not in the text.— 
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The word " happy," is not there. And the word ** final," is 
wantiog. Now, how does my friend prove, that ^' all man« 
kind will he made finally holy and happy," hy a passage 
which does not contain any of the words, ^' all mankind," 
" finally," ** holy," or " happy ?" 

This raeihod of taking words spoken by Qur Savior, in 
reference to one point, and applying them toUnother, that 
was not before his mind at all, is not the most faithful and 
reliable method of handling the word of God. Had the 
Lord been teaching Universalism, in the passage under con- 
sideration, he evidently could have expressed it as clearly 
as my friend has in his affirmative proposition. But his ob- 
ject was to answer a question propounded by the Saducees, 
who denied the resurrection of the dead. The object of 
their question was, to involve him in difRcuUy concerning 
the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead. To accom- 
plish this object, they suppose one woman to have been the 
wife of seven brothers in succession, in this world ; and en- 
quired which one was to have her in the resurrection. To 
thJB the Savior answered : *^ You do err, not knowing the 
Scriptures nor the power of God. For in the resurrection 
they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are as the 
angels of God in heaven." . In what respect are they ** as 
the angels of God ? " Most certainly in this : that they 
neither marry nor are given in marriage. This is the precise 
point he has before his mind, and the precise point contained 
in the question propounded^ and of course the subject must 
relate to i|. 

My friend would represent the Savior as doing as he proba- 
l>)y would, in answering this question, viz.: as taking a flight 
on to something that did not at all relate to tha point. , But 
Luke recorded a clause that Matthew omitted, which throws 
some light on the subject. It is as follows: "But they 
which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world, and 
the resurrection from the dead, neither marry nor are given 
in mariage;, neither can they die any more; for they are 
equal unto the ailgels :. and are the cFiildren of God, being 
the children of the resurrection. Lu. 20: 25, 36. Now, so 
much of the Savior's words as is given by Matthew, may 
relate in common to all men ; although I do not know that 
it could be proved; but if it does, there is nothing more said 
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of them, than simply that ** they neither marry, nor are 
given in marriage, but are as the angels of God in Heaven.'* 
This comes infinitely short of proving that all will be holy 
and happy. But when we come to the words recorded by 
Luke, all difficulty is at once set aside ; for these words 
only include a certain class : *^ They which shall be ac- 
counted worthy to obtain that world and the resurrection of 
the dead. " Unless my friend can show that the words, 
** they which shall be accounted worthy, " mean " all man- 
kind," I cannot see where he will get his proof. 

My friend seems to place great emphasis on the fact 
that Moses was shown at the bush that there would be a 
resurrection, and the -remark that " he is not the God of the 
dead but of the living ; for all live unto him« " But how 
this does anything towards proving his position, I perceive 
not. I believe that there will be a resurrection as firmly as 
he does, and that ** all live unto him," in the sense in- 
tended by the language of the Savior. But that you may 
see that I am not mistaken in saying that the words, '* they 
which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world," make 
the blessedness of the resurrection state depend on our con- 
duct in this life, I will quote the Savior's words in another 
place, touching the resurrection of the dead. He says : "The 
hour is coming in the which all that are in the graves shall 
hear his voice, and come forth ; they that have done good, 
tinto the resurrection of life, and they that have done evil, 
unto the resurrection of damnation." John 5: 28, Again 
he says : *»But when thou makest a feast, call the poor, the 
maimed, the lame, the blind ; and thou shalt be blessed : for 
thou shalt be recompensed at the resurrection of the just." 
Luke.l9: 18, 14. Now, that they "which shall be accounted 
worthy to obtain that world," "have done good," have fed 
"the poor, the maimed, the lame, the blind, " vwU " be equal 
to the angels, children of God, being children of the resur- 
potion," and "shall come forth to a resurrection of life," and 
"be recompensed at the resurrection of the just,", no believer 
in the Bible can doubt. But how different this from the doc- 
trine of my friend ! 

The gentleman wishes me to tell him how many will ob- 
tain that world. 1 can give him no beUet ^.xvsvjet ^!cv'^cft. iKe 
Savior has done. His answer is : "TViey yAvycV ^ti2\\^^ ^<5.- 
counted worthy. '* If he will, then, leW me Vvovj «v«a^ V®L\i^ 



Utii VEltSAl SlLVATlbN 1 33 

accounted worthy, I can soon tell him how many will obtain 
that world. But the gentleman believes, unlike the Savior, 
that all will obtain that world, whether they are accounted 
worthy or not. 

He says : ^' It would be well to notice, that the phrase 'that 
world,' in the 3dth verse, is contrasted with the phrase 'this 
world,' in the 34th verse." This is certainly correct, but 
how long will he stand to this himself? The Savior uses the 
same expression, Maft. 12: 32. ** Whosoever speaketh 
against the Holy Spirit, it shall not be forgiven him, neither 
in this world, neither in the world to come." Now, will he 
stand to his own explanation of ''this world" and "the ^orld 
to come?" We shall see. The matter now stands thus : 

1 . I have admitted that the words of our Savior, recorded by 
;Matthew, possibly may include all in the resurrection, but in 
these verses he simply makes them "as the angels" in one 
respect : that is, they do not marry nor give in marriage. 

2. 1 have shown ihat the words recorded in Luke specify a 
certain class, by the words "they which shall be accounted 
worthy," who are to be equal unto the angels, children of 
God, being children of the resurrection. This has been 
shown to be correct, by reference to the Savior's words, 
touching the resurrection, where he says, " they that have 
dona good shall come forth to a resurrection of life," and they 
♦'who have fed the poor, shall be recompensed at the resur- 
rection of the just." 3. It has been further shown, that in 
my friend's admitting that the phrases, "this world," and "that 
world," contrast the present and future states ; that he has 
admitted that those who shall speak against the Holy Spirit, 
shall not be forgiven, in the present nor the future state. In 
the place then of proving his position, he has- involved the 
whole fabric of Universalfem in inextricable difficulty. 

2. The gentleman's second proof-text is found in the fifth 
chapter of Romans. But this, I think, he will find an unfor- 
tunate proof-text for Universalism. In the 8th verse, the 
apostle says : "God commendeth his love toward us, in that 
while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us." The persons 
of whom the apostle here speaks had been sinners; but in the 
9th verse they are said to be," now justified by his blood," and 
"saved from wrath through him.'' Here Ue sc^ya *. "For if, 
when we were suemies we were recoiicWed. \.o Vjo<i^\s^\»a 
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the death of his Son." They were already justified, recon- 
ciled, and saved when the apostle spoke to them . UpontMi 
present justification, salvation or reconciliation, the aposde 
makes future salvation, through the life of Christ depend.— 
♦•For," says he, "if when we were enemies we were recon- 
ciled," in the past tense ; not will be reconciled, buf " were 
reconciled." Well, Paul, what if we were reconciled!— 
He answered : "Much more, being reconciled^ we shall be 
sa ved by his life." Verse 10. Now, ray friend will not \ 
say that all mankind are justified, saved, and reconciled in 
this life ; yet the apostle has a promise of "much more" in 
the future world for those who were justified, saved and re- 
conciled in this life. Present justification, salvation, reconcit* 
iation, through the blood of Christ, are obttdned by repenting 
and turtuiig to God in this world. The apostle, then, teacfa^f 
that if we are thus justified, saved, and reconciled in this 
life, "we shall .[future tense] be saved by his life." This ac- 
cords with mjf fiiend's statement in his speech. He said 
"justification was through righteousness." Of course it must 
be righteousness in this life, for he does not believe that any 
will be iii the eternal world unjustified, and have to be justi- 
fied through righteousness there ! 

What goes to prove that I am correct in this, is the fact 
that my friend said he '^did not believe in imputed righteous- 
ness." Bv this statement he has involved Universalism in a 
pretty predicament truly I They are saved "througk righte- 
ousness," he says, but he "does not believ^Jn Imputed right- 
eousness." All must be saved by their own righteousness^ 
and if they^iie unrighteous, they go into the future world un- 
righteous, and consequently unsaved, until they are justified 
through their own righteousness. Your future salvation is, 
therefore, emphatically a salvation by works. This is a splen- 
did move truly to prove that all will be saved ! But if the 
gentleman will turn over to the 6th chapter, 17th and 18th 
verses, he will find that the disciples at Rome were justified 
dirough righteousness, by "obeying, from the heart, that form 
of doctrine which was delivered them," and being then made 
free from sin, they became the servants of righteousness. 

The gentleman emphasises the words, " where sin abound- 
ed, grace did much more abound." Well, where did sin 
abound ? In this world most certainly, and not in the future. 
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Welly the apostle simply says, ^' wheke sin abounded, grace 
did (not will) much more abound." How can he make the 
words, "where sin abounded, grace did much more abound," 
prove that grace will abound lo all in the coming world ? — 
Notwithstanding this superabundance of grace, the same 
apostle commands us to " follow peace with all men and ho- 
liness, without which no man shall see the Lord : looking' 
diligently lest any man fail of the grace of God." Heb. 12: 
14, 16. 

I undextake to say, that the gentleman contradicted the 
apostle, in the speech which you have just heard. The 
apostle says, "Death reigned from Adam to 'Moses, even 
over them that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam'a 
transgression," v. 14. My friend says, " death, moral and 
spiritual, passed upon all men, not because one man sinned, 
but because that all have sinnedt" The apostle says, " For 
if by one man^s offence death reigned by one, much more 
they which receive the abundance of graces and the gift of 
righteousness, shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ." — . 
Again the apostle says, " by one man's disobedience many 
were made sinners." These expressions of the apostle my 
friend does not believe. I hope he will state distinctly in 
his next speech, whether he believes that " by one man'a 
ofience death reigned by one," — that " by one man's disobe- 
dience many were made sinners," and that *' by one man 
sin entered into the world, and death by sin." I wish him 
to answer, without any equivocation,- whether he believes 
these passages. 

He has furnished us with a new wrinkle, not only in the- 
ology in comnion, but in Universalism. And that is, that 
the death spoken of in the chapter under consideration, is 
spiritual and moral death ! - I should be pleased to hear him 
explain how moral death could have " reigned from Adam 
to Moses, even over them that had not sinned, after the si- 
militude of Adam's transgression." I had supposed that mor- 
al and spiritual death simply reigned over sinners. This is 
a splendid exposition of Scripture, truly ! ! 

While the gentleman was niaking his criticism on the 
words, " by," " through," and "because," I was doing my 
utmost to understand him ; but, possibly owing to the obtuse- 
ness of mymind, I could not be certain that I did. This is 
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about all I can make of it : '* By one man sin entered into 
the world, and death by sin/' **not because one man sinnedr 
Well, now the question is, where is the difference between 
death entering into the world by one man, and because of 
one man ? What would you say of me if I should say, bt 
Mr. A.'s industry he became wealthy, but not because of bis 
industry he became wealthy ? You would certainly look 
upon ii as a weak criticism. The apostle explains the mat- 
ter, V. 19, as follows: "By one man's disobedience many 
were made sinners." 

If it simply be moral and spiritual death, as my friead 
contends, an4 it comes by actual transgression, and not by 
the Adamic sin, then infants are not included in iiat all, and 
consequently his universal salvation will )eave out all the in- 
fants ; for no one of sense has ever tried to prove infants 
guilty of actual sin. I should be pleased to see how my 
friend will mend this. Thus his proof-text clearly testifies 
against him. 

3. Mr. M.'s third proof-text is found in Romans 8: 18, 
23. After conversing some time on the passage, without tell- 
ing us what the word **creature" means, evidently showing 
that he feared to take a position, he tells us that '* Henry, 
Pool, and Mackniglit say, that the word rendered ^creature' 
and ^creation,' in the passage iinder consideration, signifies 
•every human creature,' •all mankind,' " and asks*me to tell 
him what the word does mean. It is his business to tell what 
it means, for unless he does this, there is no proof in the 
passage. I simply have to show that, the passage does not 
prove his doctrine ; and from the manner in which he in- 
troduced it, I see that he does not lely upon it with much 
confidence. Be it remembered then, that his whole proof 
depended on what he had not courage to state, that is, that 
••creature" means all mankind. I shall now show, in a few 
words, that it cannot have that meaning. 

Verse 19, we are informed that " the earnest expectation 
of the creature waiteth for the manifestation of the sons of 
God." Here we have the "creature" and the "sons of God." 
Now I presume the " sons of God" are a part of mankind, 
but if the "creature" that waiteth for the manifestation of 
the sons of God, is all mankind, the sons of God, whose man- 
ifestation it waiteth for, are no part of all mankind. It will 
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Dot do to Buy, that the creature waiteth for the manifestation 
of itself ! This would he nonsense. 

Verse 23, we are informed " that the whole creation 
groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now : and not 
only they, but ourselves also, which have the first fruits of 
the spirit, even we ourselves ^oan within ourselves, waiting 
for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body." Now, 
if the "creation*' of the 22d verse, is "all mankind,'* why 
does the apostle say, "not only they, but we ourselves also," 
in verse 23 ? Has he " all mankind," and " we ourselves 
ilso,'* over and above all mankind ? This is getting into a 
singular predicament. 

The gentleman speaks of several authorities that say the 
original word {ktisis) from which we have creature and ere- 
atiofif means all mankind. Let us examine a few passages. 
** For the invisible things of him from the creation of the 
world are clearly seen." Ro. 1 : 20. Insert all mankind 
in the place o{ creation, and see what kind of sense you will 
have. You have it then, " for the invisible things of him 
from the all mankind of the world," &c. " If any man be 
in Christ he is a new creature." 2 Cor. 6 : 17. That is, 
'« if any man be in Christ, he is a new *all mankind' ! ! " — 
^*Who is the first born from the dead of every creature.*' 
Col. 1 : 15. That is, " the first born from the dead of every 
'all mankind.' " I will not multiply passages. 

By commencing at the 1 6ih verse, you will see that this 
chapter is so far from proving Universal ism, that it affords 
a strong argument against it. " The spirit itself beareih wit- 
ness with our spirit that we are the children of God : and if 
children," yes, " if children, then heirs ; heirs of God, and 
joint heirs with Christ, if so be that we suffer with him ;" 
yes, sir, " if so be that we suffer with him, that we may be 
glorified together." This differs very widely from that doc- 
trine which declares we "shall be glorified together," wheth^- 
er we suffer with him or not. These ifs are greatly in the 
way of Universalism. 

4. My opponent's fourth proof-text is found, 1 Cor. 16. 
1 listened to him as closely as possible, but was entirely un- 
able to see the proof of his proposition. He quotes the words, 
"As in Adam all die, even so in Christ, all shall be made 
alive," which brings to my mind a cut I saw in a barber's 
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•hop, in Dayton, Ohio. ' A man is represented r by this cob- 
trivance, as* standing, holding scales in his hands. On one 
end of the beanfi are the words, "As in Adam all die." In 
the center are the words " Even so." On the other end are 
the words, " In Christ all shall be made alive." Well, now 
the question arises, what do the words "even so" apply tol 
If it be the number that died in Adam shall be "even so," the 
'tome that shall be made alive in Christ, then it proves noth- 
ing only what we all believe, that all will be raised from the 
dead. But if it be the quality shall be the same "even so" 
as it was when they died in Adam, it does^ not suit Univer- 
salists, for they contend that the quality shall be more thso 
"even so" in the resurrection, as it was wlien they died in 
Adam. 

The gentleman tells us that all were made alive "in 
Christ," and that the phrase "in Christ," occurs about forty 
times, in the New Testament, and "is always applied to 
those who are justified." This is too weak to be even good 
sophistry. It is the Greek word en that is here translated in. 
This word is translated, hy, through, loithf in, and several 
other translations in the New Testament. Every sensible 
man knows that the English word in, can .have no other 
meaning, in any passage of iscripture, than the Greek word 
from which it is translated. Well, will any one Bay, that "en 
Christ," is "always applied to those who are justified t" 
This word, when it signifies place, should always be transla- 
ted in, but when it signifies agency, it should be translated by. 
It would not sound well to read, "For in Him are all things 
created," &c. — Col. 1: 16, but "by him," &c., for he is the 
agent through or by which it is done. 'But when we read of 
"baptising en Jordan," it implies place, and fcannot be trans- 
lated by, or through. When the apostle said "in Adam 
all die," he does not mean that Adam was the place where 
all die, but the agent through which, or by which death was 
brought upon all. Just so, when it is said, "in Christ all 
shall be made alive," it does not mean that Christ is the 
place where all shall be made alive, but the agent through 
which, or by which, all shall be made alive. To say 
that Christ is the place, would be the most weak and childish 
thing that has appeared in the 19th century. 

If then, the passage simpVy rc\ewv% b^ w vVvrou^h, Christ all 
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shall be made alive, as it was by or through Adam all 
died, what becomes of ftiy friend's argumcni t 

The apostle proceeds, "Christ the first fruits, afterwards 
they that are Christ's at his coming." This passage the 
gentleman applies to the resurrection of the dead, as it 
undoubtedly ought to be tipplied ; and consequently as the 
apostle speaks of those "that are Christ's at his coming/' 
mnd the resurrection of the dead, he implies that there will 
be some that are not Christ's at that time. Here then, 
he has involved his doctrine in a difficulty, from which 
he will be unable to extricate it. 

From the expression "they that are Christ's," to the close 
of the chapter, he simply speaks of his brethren — they that 
wre Christ's, and says not one word about any others, 
and any expression applied to them, does nothing towards 

proving my friend's favorite proposition, "that all the wicked 
will be saved." This I shall abundantly show hereafter, 

and hope in the mean time, my friend will give us the best 

arguments he can produce, as I desire no victory but that of 

truth over error. 
When the gentleman quotes authorities, I hope he will 

give the references, that I may examine them. 

[Time expired.] 



MR. MANFORD'9 SECOND SPEECH. 



RfiSPEOTEn AtTDIENOE: 

Mr. F. says that my proposition, if true, is of but little 
importance. I was completely astonished when I heard this 
statement. What! is it of no importance that our Heavenly 
Father will, in the •♦dispensation of the fullness of times," 
redeem all His offspring from error and sin 1 Is it of no im- 
portance that the great heart of humanity shall throb witht^i 
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love of God ? Is it of no importance that the severed linb 
of affection shall again be blended together in one peaceful, 
harmonious whole, never more to be separated ? After this, I 
shall be astonished at nothing. His remark is a proof of the 
degrading tendency of the doctrine of endless misery. 
Says Mr. F., there is not one passage in the Bible whid 
says **aU men shall be holy.'* Nor any which says **all meir 
shall be happy.*' Nor yet is there any passage which sayi* 
*'aU men shall be holy and happy." In answer to tlus» 
I will suppose my friend was in the afprmative of the follow- 
ing proposition, viz: '*Do the scriptures teach that an; 
part of mankind will be holy and happy ?" This propositioo 
he believes, and of course would be willing to defend iu 
Now, suppose I were his opponent, and should answer 
his arguments as he has mine. This, then, would be my 
reply. There is not one passage iu the Bible, which aays 
**any part of mankind shall be holy." Nor any passage 
which says that '^any part of mankind shall be happy." 
Nor yet, is there any passage which says that ''any pan of 
mankind shall be holy and happy." In reply to me, I sup- 
pose my friend would say there were passages, which in other 
words, taught the .same -thing. I make the same answer. 
Shall we ^ not henceforth have something more like the 
reasoning of a man ? 

Let what has just been said be an answer to all assertions 
that my proof texts do kiot contain the words ''holy," 
"happy," "final," &c, Mr. F. cannot possibly be so igno- 
rant as not to know that a proposition can be proved without 
using the exact words qf that proposition . My friend is not 
pleased with my statement of the issue between us. I 
thought I had stated it fairly. But he says that he does 
not believe any of the wicked will be saved; and quotes 
a passage to prove that the wicked will be turned into 
hell. I am right glad he has quoted this scripture, and when 
we come to the last proposition, I will attend to it for him. 
Of course Mr. F. believes sinners are wicked, and that the 
wicked are sinners, or in other words, that these words 
are convertible. Now, Paul says, "Jesus came into the 
world to save sinners." But Mr. F, solemnly protests 
against either believing that all sinners will be saved, or that 
any sinners will be saved. He caanox Q^\x\efx\A\vvn\i&&V^ ^x^m 
this di£eulty by saying that he ouVy xiife«i»x i^^«M«i ofl '^^ 
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^eked would be saved in their wickedness. I did him the 

justice to say this fer him. My words were as follows : 

•'Neither of us believe that any will be saved in their wicked* 

ness — ^in their sins ; but from their wickedness — from their 

sins.*' But notwithstanding this careful qualiiication, Mr. F. 

•till says that I have not properly stated the issue. He has 

got into a difficulty here, which he will find hard to escape 

from. 

He thinks, in order to enjoy salvation in the future state, 
men will have to sin in the future state 4 He says, therefore, 
because I believe all sinners will be saved, that I must believe 
all will be sinners in the eternal world ! ! 

I will give hi« remarks on Matthew and Luke all the at- 
tention I deem they merit. He thinks those Evangelists con- 
tradict each other ; that Matthew represents Christ as speak- 
ing of the resurrection of all the dead, while Luke of only 
part! And this is his way of evading my argument built on 
those passages ! If, however, Luke does not contradict Mat- 
thew, then aZ^the dead will "be accounted worthy" of being 
raised the children of God, equal to the angels, to die no 
more. I again call on him to tell me if all will not be worthy 
of that world— the future world — and a resurrection from the 
dead? He will please answer that question. He certainly 
believes thai all will be "accounted Jworthy" of a future state 
and the resurrection. He will not deny this. Well, Jesus 
informs us that all who shall be accounted worthy of existing 
hereafter, "shall be equal to the angels of heaven, shall be 
the CHILDREN of God, shall die no more, sh.all live unto him." 
I shall hold him right here. He thinks the words, "For he 
is not the God of the dead, but of the living, for all — the 
dead — ^live unto him," affords my argument no aid! They 
prove, 1st, that all the dead live, and consequently afford 
additional proof that Christ spoke of the resurrection of all 
mankind. 2 : That all the dead, not only live, but live unto 
HIM — God. What is meant by living unto God ? Undoubt- 
edly to love him, serve him, and enjoy his blessings — to be 
like the angels. Well, all the dead are thus to live unto 
Xjrod. Does Mr. F. believe this of all the dead ? Far from 
it. He thinks some will live unto God, and some will live un- 
to the devj). In no sense can it be said IV\«l\. iVve daxoxveA. \w 
An orthodox hell live unto God. I call his s^ec\«\ ^NX^ti&iQ^x 
to this argument. 
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That the word, world, has various meaiaings in the Bible, 
he knows or ought to know. Both of us, however, adroit that 
in this passage it refers to the spirit land. In the profler 
place I will prove that the phrase, ^Hhis world a^d worlato 
come," in Matt. 1 2, has no reference to the future state. In 
fact, most of orthodox commentators take this ground. Whe& 
my friend's endless misery proposition comes before us, I 
wilfprove that the "resurrection to damnation," in John 5, 
does not relate to the resurrection to immortality. Let him 
bring these and similar passages up at the proper time, and I 
Avill show that they do not afford an inch of ground for him 
to rest a foot on. The question now is, does Christ, in Matt. 
22 and Luke 20, teach a resurrection oi all the dead io 9^ 
blessed immortality ? Let Mr. F. show, if he can, that Jesus 
does not. He informs us that the Bible makes the blessedness 
of the resurrection depend on our conduct in this life ! How 
will infants and idiots then be raised, whose conduct wairneither 
good or bad ? Will their condition in the resurrection be ac- 
cording to their conduct in this world ? Please inform us. 
On my second proof- text, Mr. F. has made a weak effort tru- 
ly. He has not said any thing that is really worth replying 
to. I firmly believe "that God commendeth his love toward 
U3, in that while we were yet sinnqrs Christ died for us," and 
that this exhibition of love and mercy was not in vain, God 
loves all, Christ died for a//, and hence 1 infer that all will 
forever enjoy the blessing of ihe love of heaven- Can any 
reasonable person infer otherwise ? I of course believe in a 
» present salvation, but do not believe^ with him that it is the 
foundation on which to build our hope of heaven in eternity. 
This present salvation is the gift of God, and so will be our 
eternal salvation.- God saves us in this world, and he will 
save us in the world to come. Paul, by the expressions, "we 
shall be saved from wrath," "we shall be saved by his life," 
cannot have any reference to the eternal world, but to a con- 
tinuation of the present salvation during life. I now enjoy 
food health, and hope to be saved from sickness while I live, 
'aul and his brethren were saved,* and they hoped for a con- 
tinuation of that salvation to the end of their earthly journey. 
But if none will be favored with a seat in heaven but those 
who are reconciled to God and saved here, what will become 
of those who never heard the gospe\, «».tv^ <ioiv^%c^«vi^>3 ^«xi 
not be saved by it in this world \ Mi . ^ . n^x^ ^o>^\^Vj Ss&srawi^ 
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me that I do not believe certain expressions in this chapter 
about sin and death, and then very consistently wishes rae to 
teil distinctly, without equivocation, whether 1 believe those 
declarations ! I will inform him that I do believe all that is 
wri|ten in that chapter, and I also believe that he knows but 
little about that portion of Romans. I could show, I think, 
that my views of death and of the origin of sin, are correct, 
but as^ my argument on that chapter would not be affected if 
those views were false, I do not think it best to spend much 
«time now on those subjects. The more important question 
is, does the apostle, in that chapter, teach the destruction of 
sin and death, and the universal reign of righteousness and 
eternal life ? I affirm he does. Mr. F. has neglected most 
of my proof of this all-important point. Let m6 again call 
his attention to it. In verse 1 8 the apostle informs us, that in- 
> aflonuch as judgment came oii all men to condemnation, the 
free gift — the gdspel of Christ — came into the world to justify 
all men, to deliver them from this condemnation. This agrees 
with what Paul elsewhere says, **For the grace of God — the 
gospel — that bringeth salvation to all men — hath appeared." 
Means then are provided for the redemption of all from con- 
demnation. The next verse informs us that the means will 
be efficacious, will redeem all from the dominion of sin and 
its consequences. * 

Here it is said that the Tnany, which all admit means all 
mankind, were made sinners, so that the many — -all thb 
SINNERS be made righteous. All are sinners by some 
means, and all shall be made righteous. Yes, the grace of • 
God will be effectual in doing that for which it was sent. It 
was given to save the world and it will fully doits work. 
Saith the Almighty, ** For as the rain cometh down, and the 
snow from heaven, and returnelh not thither, but watereth 
the earth, and makeih it brirg forth and bud, that it may 
give Seed to the sower, and bread to the eater : so shall my 
word — the gospel— be that goeth forth out of my mouth ; 
it shall not return unto me void hut shall accomplish that 
which I please, and it shall prosper in the thing whereto I 
sent it." Isa. 55: 10, 11. The next verse — "Moreover 
the law entered that offences might abound: but where sin 
abounded, grace did much more abound." By "law " here 
la meant the law of Moses. It was RVNen ^%X xjJSswi^:^ 
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might aboufid, or in other words, that it might be known 
what deeds were sinful, for '* where there is no law there is 
no transgression. By •* grace '' is intended the gospel of 
Christ. It is said " The law came by Moses, but grace and 
truth by Jesus Christ." Well, where sin, produced by a 
knowledge of the law, abounded, grace — ^the gospel—did 
much more abound. It has gone out into all the earth to 
bless and sanctify all of Adam's sinful race. In the next 
verse we are again informed that this grace will save th« 
world : " And as sin hath reigned unto death," — condemna- 
tion, as the 18th verse expresses it, which by the way 
proves that it is moral death — " even so might grace reign 
through righteousness" — the righteous labor of Jesus Christ 
*'unto eternal life," or justification to life, to righteousness, as 
it is expressed in the 18th and 19th verses. Here is an a^ 
gument in favor of universal blessedness it is impossible to 
avoid. 1. Judgment, condemnation and death, came on all 
men. 2. The graoe of God is given to save all mankind 
frorn these evils. 3. It will produce universal righteousness. 

What he said about infants, must have been offered for 
the want of something better to say at the time.' As infants 
are without ein, they do not need to be saved from sin. If 
they die infants, they die without sin ; ^ven according to ray 
friend's theory, they go to heaven. He suggests that possi- 
bly the obtuseness of his mind prevents him from under- 
standing me at all times. I shall leave him alone with his 
own suggestions. Possibly he may be right. If he cannot 
perceive any difference of meaning between the words by 
and through and the word because^ then he is right ! Multi- 
tudes, in heathen, Mohamedan and Christian lands, now fail 
of the grace of God, revealed in the gospel ; but I trust that 
in the dispensation of the fulness of time, all will enjoy this 
grace through Jesus Christ. It is no where said that any 
will utterly fail of this grace. The Bible does not contra- 
dict itself. 

I now come to Mr. Franklin's remarks on Rom. 8. " He 
says I feared to take a position with reference to the word 
creation^ and that it is for me to say what the word means, 
and not for him. I did define that word, and sustained my 
definition by Henry, Pool, and MaAn\%h\. Bw\ W caxiuot 
sajr in truth, that he has so much as tried to hint ^\\\a vu^^vsv 
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iDg: What igife yoti tiftiiia of ? Do you iiot dare tell us 
whAt=yo\i^tettKabb6t'Jt,ord6you riotthinkanjwh^ He 

repres^ts?*th*e 'tfg ' ^rodudnj^ th^s^e authoriries to prove the 
word m«ah9' all rhAtikitri}' in'fevei^ place in the Bible where 
il detiui*'. '' Thi$ is • a g^^ Vrillful misrepresentation. 

lintfoddeMthtetn'to pmv^ Ir has that meaning in the 22d 
verse of this chapter. .Words ha^ve different meanings in 
differeht |iliibe8,'Ancft!irfr^ffniiicat^ must be determined 
by th^fttiohteit*.; 'Myfri^riif seems to be totally ignorant of 
this 'fec^. ' The^m- is iSb 'ckr^fully qualified here that their© 
is no* fobtt/ jfp'r Mddfnd^t^tiatndiDrg it, " The wir6LE creation 
shall be d^eliVerifed frtmi tte txiiidage of corruption." I will 
infot^ Mr.Prahklinlfiilr'hrs'iD^^^ that this phrase, 

*nhe' 'whole cfeatibri/*. dtesribt occur in one of the passages 
he ^dotes'knd' rhakesi?6 mubh'ttoise aboiit. ' This" must be a 
mortifying fact to rtty friend, a^ ihie telibV sd niuch oii iheni. 
IJ e iiifd#ms'tis'that thiGf''*s(ifis ttf 0od'* and **ourselvcs" com- 
pose 'rid pstrt* of ' th'ef ^hde (irektion ! ! Then of course they 
were' tot creAtecl at'all'?' Will he venture to tell us how 
they came into existence ? By the V'sons of God" and "our- 
selvte''' ar^'e^Wehtfy' meant belifeVers-^ihosewh are "sav- 
ed by lio^e,^«kr^ ". Jed :by'tti0 -spirit df God," Vferses 14, 24. 
As theJy- thi^' ciiriiStians, cotnpbse'no'^ part of "^he whole 
creati6ri',**'tHey tire not* to be' "delivered from the bondage of 
corroptloh^intotkeglonousHiberty of the children of God:" 
Bear in - mirid thiit 'St. Paiil and ' all his christian brethren 
do not belong tiy **the whole .creation," aiid consequently are 
not to'enj(^ " tlie gibrrbu^ deliverance "promised ! This 
folla#fil' from- wlia% he' says on that subject. " The whole ' 
creatipA,'''nheri, IS- to be delivered fronfi corruption, but ' 
as cftnfltfans^do^''n6t-belbtigto^' the whole creation" they 
are neverno%e blessed with: such a delivei-ance. " Herein, 
is wi^ato-'^'^Bnt a'MttJe attention to. the Bible malies PauUs y] 
meaMti^ plain. • Chri'strans aff^ ethfifaced in*"the*whole ere- '" 
atiorij'^ ati'd^h^fta? he;,^sh^i;t6ijp^ak 6f their peculiar pri-" 
vilegfer, he^'sp^akk^ ofr them separate and apa Ih 1 John 2: 
2, the^e^ili* sirnfl^t'^'f^rm of'exprfesMbt^ He is the 

propitiation ^!bf 'ottrsin^ t' arid not for outs only, but also for 
the aki^r ol' ihe-'^holb world;** 11 ere dinaxiaxva ax^ a^^oVaw ^^ 
distlitetfnoin ^'thti wiiole worlflf," and accotdvtvgxo m^ ^xv^\^.^ % 
Jo^'e^ they compose no part of "the w\\o\^ \^ox\^*'* ^>a\ 
JO ^ 
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John and his bieihren are embraced in "ihe whole worW" 
and so are Paul and bis.bre^rew ^niibraced in " ib^ w^ole 
crealion." This is a glorious, prpcnise. ."The wWe.cj^a*. 
lion " i«j to be. " delivered from the bondage of corniptton 
into iho glorious liboriy of the cnilaren, of God." Lang^9ge . 
cannot be more expressive of .iiniversal salvaiion. : May wf , 
all belie vo this blessed pro.piise, and with the. pifiaii^Y^^risv \ 
lians, be now saved by hope. r . ,/ .; ; ; . 

What Mr. F, says abou( I Cor. 15„I wiU/now. noiice.— 

That 
lato 

Christ . . . ; ... .. . . 

do not relate to the word **all,'' ia..?act paaEnbex,Qf tb^ 8fln- 
tonre, then it relates to nothing whateve)f,iind rpea^ nplbii^i 
and 1 infer this is his understanding of It; for he saya, ^^fronii 
ihe expression, *tbey that are CbrUt*s,' which is in the next 
verse^ to the close of the chapier^ he simply speaks of his 
brethren." So in the 22d verse he speaka of Uie resurrec- 
tion of t\ll mankind, but in the next verse,, of the reaurreciion 
of his brethren. Now, let us examine the 22d verse ji|9t 

quoted. • , . ; ... 

In CiimsT. lie thinks thi§ a wrox)g (va^slation, a^d that 

it should be rendered ^*. By Christ,*V bejCfiuse f* Chmt is not 
the place where all shall bie ,rnadc alive." . Well, th^ s^ine 
apostle in another passage says^ '* Therefore if any m&Q bq 
IN CiiEiST he is a new creature." 2 Cor. 6,: 17. He will 
a^mit vhat this is a right translation, for it would noticb.to 
say *'if any man be by Christ hq.is a u^w creiuure." If IK 
is correctly rendered here, then Chi^isi is the Vplace where" 
men are made new creatures ;..and if men can berimide new 
creatures in Christ, why can ihey not be n^de '**^'v^i^ 
Christ?" But I have a hottt of proof that we can be in 
Christ; this truth is taught in all parts of the New Testa- 
ment. *^ Know ye nc^ that jis mapy. as were baptized i*io 
Christ were baptized into bis? de«uL*' ,Rozn. 6 : 9. " Fpr 
as many of you as have been, hap jiiced i^^to Christ, have put 
on Christ," "for we are all one in* Christ." QaJ, 3; £7, 28, 
29. " In Christ " and."into Christ" are synonymous terms. 
Do not these scriptures teach that we can be in Christ 1. No 



people talk and write so much about the ijnporutoipe of being 
in Christ as Mr. Franklin's brethren do, ^* £k baptized into 
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Chrmt " is ,the *|pem|e. ^op frhich ihey. deligjit.jto •d^yell. But . 
according. to niy. friead,. jio oae c^ to. i,ijt Ctrist^ by fuay. 
m^aiis, pot pydn ty bi^)tls^l ; for to b^.in Christ) jio says, is^, ' 
making Christ "the pkee," a|id hejaads, to use his words, . 
" tl^is ywld be the (most weak atid childish, thing that has 
appeared ii^lh^ l&th p/entury" Theh he 'and his brethren i 
have preaqhed lots of ilbolishaesd ; and not ojojy th|ey, birt ali 
the api^tlea pf Chrfst, ioi: they tavigh$a;,i^iyers^g^ij^^iiig^. ' 

in (JhriSt^, ^^ ... ,;....;;.; ■' ^ ^^ ' } .\ i. ^..ij }■•.,: ;1 . • ! M ' ' . Jf T 1 , " ■ . 

I^'is not in 1% ;22(lbtit i^ijtfie giprt i^ngbt . i 

that we shall 1[>e'.rais.ed by C^r^^t. .. ffForsincehy rpfn cani^ • 
death, by pia|i--4h<B matf Christ Je^us-H-^saxaijj^^ the''Jes^^- 
rection 0^ Ijie 4®^*'-' . T^eaJEoIlOjWs tfe ii^x^ m^i^rwnaid* -i ' 
eraUpr^,: **Por'aqfin:A4ana ftll.di^, ev^ Chrjst ^hall ^jl 

be mad^ ajiv^^' ',, . In. the iifst v^sq, q^oied we am iaugiit thai - 
the; |dea<J*^ludi..b^ii:»a^ &y Christ, 9fid '^^^ :. 

they shall b^ raised i». Chrisit;. R^s.qd iy .fchri^i, £?% Ghrii^t., .r 
In a^d iy^ arf t^ken frorp two dijferent prepo9iii0ijS5,_^Jidhav^ .j, 
difiereut sign^cat^nsj^ j^ut lif.tHe swne, ideajis cop$»iafl4 i 
both piiices, ^hy are the prepositions diiyerent T . T)>e Sid . 
verse,** then, means just as it reads. All th^ dead shall be 
raised in Christ—not one out of Christ: and to be "in Christ 
is to be a new creature ; to have old things pass away, and 
have all things become new." I am willing to rest the whole 
controversy on that verse. There, clearly and positively, 
a universal resurrection to glory and honor is taught. In the 
next verse, he says, Paul begins to speak of the resurrection 
of his brethren, those ti^ho are Christ's. Those who are in 
Christ belong to Christ ; and we have seen that all who die 
in Adam will be raised in Christ ; consequently, in th^ resur- 
rection aJl will be Christ's. But says he : "the words Hhejr ^ 
that are Christ's at his coming' imply th^re will be some that 
wai'itot'fee'hk''^ The P^mist says ; .'*^All iiaticriis whom^ 
thou ha^ m^tde shall* corirte' and wofship'bfefoi^e thee, O I/oi*d.*''^ ' 
No oiWrinf^ri from this that tftere^ are( liatibn/S God has lidt ' 
made*: ' Jifteithier ^otild we condude thk^&ll will not-be Chtist's,- 
froni "fl^i- language <4* the apostle^.^ Ih ipyttext sf)eech 1 sh^I ' 
offei^ttnch'ttidre proof that All wlirbe'ChristVin the eternal' ^ ; 
w.orhl.' '^V^€r , fe%y iwobiehts remaining I Mill devote to iiitrb- ' ' 
ducibg-ilbther' prb«>feof my piropositibri. ^ " Having mad^ 
knoihs-imtfauijtfie mystery df his will, acctirding tb his ^ood[ 
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, pleasure, 'which he hatfa purposed in hiniseljf: iniatin the dis- 
penirttttion of the Aihess of thne he might gather ^ogMher in one^ 
all things in Christy both which are in hedven and which are 

• on earth, eriBh in him." Eph. 1 : 9,10. Here the apostle 
first speaks of tb© good pleasure , willy arid jrttrpost of God. 
2. He stji ft is Qod*s good pleasure, will and .purpose to 
gatlier together in one all things iri Christ, oolh whicli 
are: in heaven and whfch are in' earth even 'in him, He)^^ ' 
we are twice informed that it is God's purpose to gather all' s 
thlAjgJi'ittOhrist, in Wrt. The pi-epoiiitidii 17^ occurs" sii 
times- ''in ' this ' passage, and in jtwb places it ' is said that '^ 
all [things "sjiiAi be'gathered' tbeether "in . Chrisf, in- Aiw; 
and'^ will not dare to say it m^OTjs*%'in one of the pla6^s! ' 
Notiintlwtandingher s^ys'is "weakand chjldish**.to 'suppose* ] 
we ' cttti be in Ghrist , Almtg^ God has ^ui^osed that ' %]\ ' 
shaHThte; Slithered 'in Christ, and 'St'. Paul' believed it and ' 
preacheid it. Hcftr Well this conresponds whh w^rat Paul says \ 
in Oorin^ians 16. When he inf(>rm.^ u$ that all the* dead shiif \' 
"be irais^ iii'Ghrist, he wrote what he knew Was God's gpod '. 
, pletovire, will, and purpose. ' [Timt i^xpit^^-} ' " 
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l^Hat^iy jCrienfl) M^- M., f^els completely t^feated, I thiuk^ 
mi»t Ije IV^ly evidient .to you ajU», from il]fe speech yoja haKe? ; 
just.l^eard. It is to be hoped he Yrill repqver j^pipa bi9.4iswc , 
pointed.feeUn^, at le,as(;^Q far as to get Jn a beitei: hujpocyl , , , 
and aiajpiiest less anger. ; .He talkQ^ fU9,9rabbidl]^ j^ if h^:. 
had<).c^ia|rhis friends. 1^ hiSi^'SiQitempiitf h^.to^.y^^ . 

I said, tijia^ hii" proposition^ if true, is.of bu| JjLt^eujaH>or(-'V,^. 
ance/Van4 adds, *'I WP4 co«ipJet^y f^toni^l^ed.^wi^ 
heart tiiis,** But^perbftpiB be wiU be ^iqre ^jftowsl^iBfl;]^^^^ 
I tetl liim that lie did not hear it at all. My statement wM| 



_ if " b^ proDpsjtipn ^hpuldprpye. tru^, it U. of but little im- 

^ .;portance wneilierAyQ debate ^^^ Opt, or whether any l^Cfdy 

: shall believe itj or noi." I still say if his poaitioa is true, it 

is no, difference ^wbethef apy creature under l^^^en believe* 

it or notr. for all who fight against it will be iust as happy in 

heavpn as those whp beneye it all jheir javee. He aa48f 

** after this I shall be .astonished ^t nothing." fWill ho hot 

jrecaij tills afiei: his e^citer^en^, : ^.nd conclude ,1^0}. jp ** ile ^• 

'tonishecl £^t nofSfng?^' ' . , ,^, 

y / T do hot say the pr'^^ifie wprds pf a pjrppQsi)ion mus^/be 

cointained in a proof text, buti . words which have jil^q 9a^6 

. liii^aning pt.the term? of the proposition must b^ contai^Ad 

^'iP th^ .prppf text, or itjC?^pnot sustain the proppi^itioi:^.. In 

reiatipn ip my fnen(ji*s, proposition, I saj their, |hgi,p,pt only 

are ilie terms of his proi)osition . not in the Fibre, biii there 

are np.^pther termsj there which have ibeif nwaqipg. 11 ^M 

r ' minks |hp. can. fia(l;,tHc ^ame ^pr^s^ipns indicative or cpn- 

I jirmaiiVe prln^.fipa^^^^^ of ibp wiclfgd, 

""'that i can of* the righteous^ twill givi^-hinj aspepipjett J ** To 

f hem whq by patient pontmuanpo in Wjell ctping*! «^^^ for. glory, 

4ha honor, i^ijjdlnppip^^^ eternal tifeJ*'* Now,j^ ti^pgan- 

' jff^rbahr ha^* set oiit tp pjrpve tliat. **.alli tjhp wiclWd,|VM^^ 

', savpc^ J let ;hrrn ' sho^ p^e pTacje ^wli^re thp prpmjise jijfst 

:,^^Pjed38^v^ MW {in 

^ wcfll-adiijg. ,^ .,( i , : . , * 

„ The, ^entlemi^n S^ll§ ypu , tha.t ..when he, corpes tp. th^ Jast 

' '[proppsitipA he ijrijl a^t^fld'tp tjie wipked, bpipg, <* turned, ii?(to 

^ heil/V He pugHt tp [profit by the old adage,..." p,eyp;: ppt s>S 

. for tp^i^rjcjrrpw, \Y PUght to fce^^ ^pnp, tp-day," J ^ee he js - 

' ,l«rnin^ o,rtJ>odoj^jt ^h.ci, is putting off ,the .!** pyjl day,.? The 

, last jprpfjp^ ,^01 h;?tvp its, own troubles. , ' ^But this, waj9 tjhe 

best he cpyld dpyas he was involved in. so many difficulties 

^ 1 ^i ■'■.■J.'*"' ' ' ' • \ \ •■''*fi • . _. ' ' 1 • • *" • • . K ' ^ ■ * 

tpat he. knew lie.<jp^Jd i^ot, escape, fr<)m them.; and to i^eep 
^up,ihej?p,i.r^s of |he very J^^w pt)^i^ hrethfen,, pi^esefli* 9® 

' telts them (hathewiir attend ]tb' these matters at'a ",niore 

.(Jpnyenipnt season, , . , , 
^ Mr.' M^ appears, tp lip nqar.pl^^ liis it|5itenaeut— that 

mK sipner$ wifi ! 6'p ;say ed , , , But he. gfitheired . up . qourage 

^enoug^l tP (juote the ( words ; ** jjesus canie intp the world to 
liave sinners. ^\':, But^^is d.pes not; help him out of the diffi- 
cnfe We' all. can see hpW' Jesus can s^ye sinners "fropi 
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their sins ";iVthis 'world, whcfre he came to ^ve didra ; bul 

' we cannot sedHow they can be saved from their sins ifi the 

coming worlrf; if there is no sin there. A Uniyersalianhell 

'is a perfdftt bugbear, and satvaiiou from it a grand chimera. 

'A preacher of uriiveraal salvation ! ' Salvation Trbni wh^t? 

'From sin ^ . No,' for there wilt be no sin in the cbmiag 

"world! Is it a salyalioh from helH Ncx, for there will be 
ho hell in ihc coming world. Is it a salvation from punish- 
ment t No, for there will be no punishment in that world. 
Well, in the name ^f reason and cofinmon sense i what are 

^ wfi to be savc(5 from ? 'Nothing tinder rlKj^e^vens. In a 
'i^rivate conversatioii 'wWhwie, the ireiiilemao allowed tne 

' "devil was ,^'gr<?d:t schr^-crow ; but his salvation is worse— it 
is a "p^i^ct nobeaitity. He says, *'I think, in Order to enjoy 
salvation ma future state, a man will have to sin in a 
future state.*' Bur this' Ts another of his /.statements iii ^is 
excitement^ ' f 'do not thinit so at allVfbut 1 think Christ and 

•.the apdstles labored to 1urn men from their sms m tjis 

'' world, that they miglit ffee the wrath to 6ome. , ' \ '.. 

•y\ *?tie geiitldriiah iSflV<^^' ^hM !' think Manhe'w'a^ £uHe 
ccRitradict, each otlief. "Yoii inu^t rhalceaHdwahce^'my 



ve 
see. 



does jt become a minister of the gospel to trjr"tb mybh 
'"flieijri in contrndiciibiis. ''Mr. 'MJ,'Jl§ie;lrfri' Win 
.', how one histeWan cai\ record; a. itiiittbr, aii^' anbtjjyr 'oinit jt, 
"without jcbntradjcting each pther, I l^^y^ admitted all '^e 
^ <;uMild tea^oijiabl^y re^ 

^include ^//,1)Mt evet»\nis caniiot be prp.v6p. 6ut if My: M. 

^' 6ajinbt see that Luke givi^s a fuller abcduiit.iha I 

' <iaD easfilyrriake this aiid^iehee see it. 'Matthew simply |re- 

' cords the words : '** For ' in the I'esutectibn' oifeey ' neither 

Thfilirry, nor aire given in marriage, bjiu are'fts ' the angels p^ 

^bd in heaven.'* ' Now, w'hidh one bf.theise' words, or what 

part of this sentence, means, that all meri shall be f* hpjy ?" 

Mr. M. haiS admlttecl ihat the word Aa/yi§ ni^t in the passMje. 

What word,' then, has thatjmeaning t or'i>y'w%t birt of tms 

fenterice does he prove that all win, ' be holy. t But he'af- 

firma fhetiaW men 'shall be happy. We\\\ \\v^>jQ«|^\v^:i^^^\^ 

not in the text, ti%he ndrnits; WW\ w^tA,^^^^^^T^^^tt»s^y^^ 
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^ ^^imNi t^l^ he 'k« afflrms ihftt all men shall 

'-' he itnditfYits^y and happy, Neitheir erf these words are to 

Ife^wuftd^ttfhe' passage, n6r dare the gentleman select any 
^ - #^MNi''4iv the pasisag^ and s«iy* it means the same as any one 
•» 6f Ufe^ae. 'If,' th^D, the \ft3ftA9 finally^ Ualy^ tend happy, are 
^" ' H^ • iB'^he'piBwiiager, • nof any mfier Tirords that' have the same 
* • tn^iiilgf hw^ doeg'my' We^ifd find proof ih .it' tliat' all men 
*^^lll be Wol^ aiid' hapjiy^f' Does h(s say, the whole matter 
' . ^e«iw-'«« thte exfHressitfn'j •* they ^all be as the angels of God 
''- i*i^keNii?^6rt *' t' TJieii, I ask, iti">h6t respect does he say they 
'"^'^M^ as the abgd^-f -Th^^yiHf "answers : ** They nei- 
ther marrfh^'Ax^'^i^a lit inttrridffe?' Thrs wiirbe,ar<^al 

*6hkk#r lieariBnjtriily, emisistfrrgih.the.aboHshrfjent of mar- 
'j-tJftge akmrM t -Bm **a?/ live tinto him.'' Well, what 
^'ilbe»'thit*j*W>Ve1 It- is ih the present tense, atid^doos not say 

i%Htk l^^UTiwe imto hfttV, but simply, " all liv^e tmto him." 
" iif^iMs- proves lh0 holiness ''i|Hd''ha|^pniess of all, it proves ; 

t^Wil^'iif^ holy ttdd->liappy note ,' for n says nothing about 
- iWtlill fftttf! 'bi^v'* rfelt ^ ^drrV for.'ihe gfemteman, to hear and 
^-%ie-Wirt siriiittr hfe'king^ tii'cinpWasIze these words as he did, 
'6fiih^4fte^ eeihi^ nmWsigftIt of "Ws proposiiion. ' But still I 

"liaiiet tim'*b1*rtie 'hfhi" td^ rrtijch, for he has to make his 
speeches in film', and %e> must lise such'matc^riais as ha can 

-'WKei^ we^cenye io''£iftk6,we hav^ an additionar sta^- 
^'metitt which yshoWs t6' every prian of reason that he is 

(ifieaking ef llie ireaiirrefctidn of the just. He qualifies the 
>p^ir9bii«ef WhoHm he= speaks, thus : "They which shall be 

ActJOtmtmj 'WoitTtfY to obtain that world and the resurrec- 

'•idh: of-the dead:''' Btat hte vf'ishes me to answer the ques- 

'tiOB, ^fchether* ltfiv^\\\ net be accounted worthy. I answer, 

Ni^i"- "AIT'^ill ttotfbeac'ceented worthy to obtain the heavenly 
' ^Mbrfd^ of #hieh !»e fe'sji^akilfig. This I showed clearly in 
" !»y filP9t speech, by a reference tb two passages of Scripture, 

tftie 6r^4rhi^h^8h6>v^'thfet'9dftie wifl 'come forth in the resur- 
^^ftettofl to feertdetntiation^ aid tfie'd'thet shows that some pei:- 

^iens Wi^l'bfertfc(?mj>imii?d at^^*^ of the just." 

• These two pitesagfe* tlte gemletiiiin dreads, and consequently 

has laid them oyer to the "proper igla^e." U \s vxat ^ 
'^ipif^iffphde '^ 'WMt ftiVAVt^ attend \o>^ws&9%^^ ^si\;\<^^v x^- 
late ta the resurrection while we are ot\ \VvtN.\ ^\x>ci^^Ow\ ^ >^'^'^' 
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his plan is to select an isolated passage, and put a construc- 
tion upon it which cc^^^ra^Qtsothei^^ear «D4«^)]k3ii p«^ 
ges on the same^ubjept; and whe^ l«<llude,!tQfhaed oiber 
passages, he tells you^^hi^t l;^&,w4li attend to.tbein in thejr^- 
per place. I expect to .ba.Ye plenty for, hi»i| tQdoiWfcW;bc 
gets to the proper plftce^^dtli^^e wait b^ju^ as burthen 
as he is now^ and th^ if he lef^vj^Sihalf ^^w<^k nad^ne 
now» it will baye la rion^f^a pndpp^. > tJe^^ij^ifla^he 
language of the Savior^ spoken of tbQ.,.i/^,(/i3^, i^ M cneo, 

, and changes the ten3e irQcn tbotwordss *- f^i- Uv^^ ii«(o biot" 
to the words, all shall, Uy9 jipxo biai.; if ) jshould; ba«idlai4^ 
word of God in this WAy^* l:sb,9Vld wish^.l^OKthai tbefa.iliiu 
no curse tp him who al^^l add ^p tbia word o^'sQpdv v i '^^ 

When I refer him tP the ^wpjcds,** ihi,^. wodd j«od.ihat 
which is to come," as used in refpronca tonUi^Ain agaiast 
the Holy Spirit, he infar(ns,.us,,tbat, thoiwocd/K^M (basd^/* 

. ferent meanings, I have ji^ di^qover^d bip\rHie foir da^r- 
mining the meaning of /^uf;^.word^;., I \^{b6'i^'^bat.w0 
•* eternal," ond ** everlasting," stand jcpooepied wii^i^ii^uifeh- 
mcn or a state io which there is ,nx> fpfg^viehQas^ the^ A^My« 
refer to this world^ but ^Yhf^n^/t^esef^prdkij ^\m4^ ifeUpjtedwto 
some good, it is as ^clear flis ,9!W3b^f^]WfiiPrlte% b^ftye^sHtbat 
they relate to the ^Jerpal state., .Xbi^ti^.^vhftjJk^pTwdediglir- 
bling Univc realism maies of the wgprd,9f .Qc|d tu ..or!:- ;- 

But the gentleman does not hesitate to expose to ridicij^e 
the language of, Jesus,, iwhich ^9^8,,^^ tii^^y>.,thAt \k^y{ef4one 

. good shall come forth tp a resurreqtior^ of^Jife,!'. >? Bu^?bafin" 

Squires as cunningly as, thoi^e.>vhP9aic(^f*wJ^'P^ wif^fS^all 
she be 1 " "how then will Jnfani^ And idio^bP/^wW wbope 

conduct wm neither good or b^d;Vo' vJ^PFtdo yp^-snpppso 
the Savior Qpuld answer thia,veiy ^ag^ quej^Ucffi ^ lii IWRRWJ 
he would aiv§wer it veury pauch.tp t^^iQWfufli^^.qfjnJy'f;*^ 
But he could nQtridicuje ,thi3 clef^r,and-^ojbent)p:^E(t«rnept;of 
our Lord. The Lpif(^statc^,;t}ja^:iU 8itwili|4;^9P^ 
then speaks of the conditJLpn.pf ^tjie plfis^pp-rr^tkoae ^bn baye 

'done good, and thQS9,^vho.hay.^,dpQe;e^jiJ>. i T^^V^h^^ c^li^ 
he says nothing aboptyj^ixceipv tbe/apt M>ftV^^AfJ< '^'«/.i'«W« 

.forth. Of course I' oi^lynspofwe.pf.tbpife wjio.ihaiV/^.doBe 
good or bad. But still ft.quibbl,e.giyp[s ^iy friW'SPp>e<5W" 

lOrt. • , -.V,;. f •• .».'r f f •;•/.. f;y^ :• \ . \\tf--l :9nti 

On the 6th of Rom.f Ah^ ge\uV<^i|i^ iiaa ^^^«tf^\»5ka^ V»& 
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entire faith, and be would be exceediogly glad if he were 

Mtnf^sf tbie entM c^bcem. , 4«i9lDi»d liim1)i"my tifiir^^p^h 

itoii Ms pn>i>(M«tm,'^if hel»eHeved'tbat|«'<*^^3rflfiH$ mM^ 6f- 

< ftneo; death Veignied' by OBei?* ihat ^^Yfy^a&mttti^ diiM>t)(Nli- 

; itoce^wMosy weremtode Isrfiiicn,''' abdp fhat'^^iby 'otlfe fntti iin 

r ^Mered'wtO'tiierweHdL'^: Id' anvweriuytbis ^^«yg,^t^o 

beMvd all ?tiitot isirriitcn^iAntUat^bapiciir.?^^ ''■ We^li^^lv^ has 

[ DO wcbn^eded^ that ii& b^lieve» thm '^<% i^^ «H4M^ir b^M^ 

were made 5i«Btfns<»H and tbatl?^^(in^'Man>iki'ellfl«r<id i^to 
^^tiM| wiAridv" i' Tiros you diacover bi'isasri^iqnQknjr^rdtibiinced 
^torfinfispeiMsb'on ^iapbrnt.^ OiMJibesay^ih^ffteathi^liiilten 
' joT here ^iirrfioiral dtshthJH WieD^'tHe vesutvebtidli fv^mil is 
V ooly^amiotfcdliteiSDtireotion'tfreB) dr a comr6rs^<iA io^hndliata- 
" hjk Mid theile a^ i^othii)gj^»>ih^Tpa<q«Msabddt<a'hi»|uyfeeti6n 
. t 'fr^hi the flood ^itemU^.'i'-'SoilM 4iasr^fWri)«ip)h<s^Wb<0^ -pMs- 
.'•fe^! file«biinotwak0«>raoml^,d6a^6f <if«lind<« IH^ftilv^- 
:^n«btionJ'>r'Heli««Sen, In^aidildfnmaV jf f b^'adroits^lt t^he 
> !ii(!liierliidaBihs{4ie'oosiradie^ hH^aolfi fbr*)^ had stewed ttrat 
^kiifxa inbnii<deiith^j aad if h{jfconli}mel3/t(»'^y'tbttti¥^'ttibr- 
/dlbdea;lh^^ itiiad)y.«nbji9di9(tiroe^)ttnA@if Ifsl^ a gr^e 
f I '6£. khi^ •lidna^rpesdrrectionYrctafU kp i^ »rfcf^f|i^6nV€fr»!eb, 

r iafid of oddr^ein- thioifwoWd, Jafi^*'<^A«eq»«mir^t^t^ 

' iiitiird:>8al«atiiMV!iiii!t^dn|n»8^gt>(jf ?Bat} td^vif^ak^ th^ Mif&r 

r adU .wovfle,hif >poe6ible,/''btt Btds satd>-fba!t 'h^d<»^^'ry6t'^b«l^e 
dm t«ijniik?A^ r7^W0Ui/}9l»f,v/y«Oih^*bontei)k]i»'thait jti&ftjfi^ti^n 
i^^throa^h Tig^^ubn«i»i ' ifwibto^tihtti^^ the' rfgbtee>^- 

' naesm of Ch!riBi;raslbe Bays iip dci^^ riot ibe4i6^'it' is, ill finast 

r fbie ^hsugfa dirr'i own i rigiiteoii^n^ r' Sfld^ ' i^^'thid bB' 6o; ^e 
smiHSi hfi frighceonB in; this woi4d^i6ir 'go^^mo^ the> bte^rnaf worid 

•^•iHffnatHiedl ; Thid htj ASHrit tore'io j^assih Isilenb^f.'i Whuttid mill 
iliare fdiM to hib sobbiTio, if tiossibfevid'thathe dh^cVWed^hlit 

jfthe '*mii^h.moj»v^^*»[f 'this chapierf5s^cohdii^2>nttt/i' HeW'it 
feq^n r fi*^. Pen/?/ WHeaf "we be;J^Jen©!lii)iee^vbfwetig= rec6ncili^d lo 
God 'by tbe^demh;^of'jbis'Sbns^omuc^«mo4fe^; being '^^ 

iwsrishdittib^Baiv^fl W hi3^vf6/hiSf^(ms^M^^ti^\ myff; "^moih 

, ^mare beisgrocbncited^' (oradita^/ bt» '^<>ed >«by^;hi8 Ufe,^<Ml*. 
.^Mi<!Wjs8})WB!8bali be* sared' wh«^h«(r \¥e im^^Gm^l^doi Hot 
. -m thisliifk^ i He^beliiev^i sMixh&rvfmtktek iti Wis ^tt^aptet*, 
ke BBjsi? fdoea he th«ni beiife^^ahat >^ ftiue^A' i»or^^eing.yec5n- 
'■ ciledv Mshail^ td sav^d'* ty^lH^iifeP'^ ^ My firieiyd'b^i^v69 
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all .thf&t 38r written in thiB chapter. He brieves tben«tkat 

:i>^mM$h'. Wk^eknng iioip Jwiti^ed weakali be saYsd from 

. rWH^h. t)vr9Mgh him/' > W^H. if he believes 4hat themnian 

f;3M^bo 'is:JB<'«^ jiisufiedaiiMi reooDCtM will be saved fremwniih 

<:tl|reughiii«ritmuqhi more than if ke were not now jimified 

^rffo^reOQllciled, he is.tio icngeraUniv^saliiEn ; and «kiis^e 

»i^f[i taken the trqilbte 'to'come all the way frowr Indiampolis 

V i^ MtJmtQV <o K^^uoee Umveraalisin, and ha veMt printed « a 

oi J^pfik ,8^Q4>GiiveataH»d thvoHighom this coumiy. i; 

b ^ ^ r 7h^ I ig^tlU0nM<i> jinadil 90 inany xnuieessions wtaile'epdak- 

^ :if>g[^p0il .ibifi'chapter^flbtiit i fear 1 shaiH .netbat^^inwteiao- 

fi liic^; tif em nH villi i0Qf short speech, r i noticed: that thei'Tfes 

. gift,-' iiod ,%H0 ** grace of God/' w«re defined by hini'tobe 

r-'^h§ S^P^l''^^ (Consequently tabOi saved by the ^ fines eifi ** 

;.aj9d the *Vgr4ee of Gbdr ' is toi be-sav.ed by the gospel. Well, 

r.enQ any m^n feU hotr any one • can be saved by die gtswp^h 

rexeept.by obe^ie|C it in tbisi life ? Singly not- But my 

< friend has ilctujaUy brotight' tbe'salvaiionspolieil oftn this 

<chfipielr into tbis wocld. : Heisitys^ ^f Panlvibjr the eiqires- 

fiions, ^ we shall- be sHiiied fvom Wraihi' * we riiaJl beisaved^y 

hAs flitQt'. cannot "haye any refereooeto the eternhl'warM,:but 

< 'lo, a t^ontinaafion of present salvation during Hie.'' And 

Yfbiu. would 'you guets tho present isalvatkMtis^ with Jiiiii? 

. Y<>u 'k<now what he iiaid. ^^I now enjoy 'good heahh, and 

• hope ^ be saved; from eiokneaa white I live." Wbai a spir- 
itual r salvation ihis; preset :salvati<Mi- of Univeraalism inl-^ 
To be saved from nickneas. is present salvation ! Yes^ this 

' is being" saved from wrath through him/' and "saved by bis 
life." iWell, 4lome most outrageous ^innen- enjoy this salva- 
tion froi|i Wrath ! Does .the gentleman believe that ^* where 
(Sin'ahounded: grace did much more abound)^' Why in the 
np^&. of reason does he quote 4h&s pas^e to prove that 
.grace will abound -in the etemal world? Are the words 
r^'gcace did much moi<e abound," the. same as grace «Aa// 

• nfi^<ph more abound iti^he eternal world ? This abnndanceef 
fft^c^ is for them .wborA^eive tho gift of rigbteousnessv and, 

'r^ ^he gentleman does not! believe in tm^ated-rigbteoasncks, 
,4bi«fi giA of ijgbte<Kisn«8s must be our own: righteousBesB, 

.f^n(} i9rius( be in this life, ort we go into the; etehial state in 
y^^Stite^^u^Oiesfl^ He aliowsj^htit I said kbeiit ia&nts was 

for the want of something better. It was because he was 
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, iu a difficulty on th«t ppipty from whiph he ha^ not j^i^p^d. 

1 He^ made the coodemninoa upon all oiapkind, and, made the 

^ ji^tification through our own righteous conduct,, and cpnse- 

. queiidy excluded all infants and idlot«. With all. hisdwir- 

hy therefore, he shuts a. large portion, of tlje moist innpcent 

. part of the human race out of neayi^n ! 

r ,. My Triend tried .to mend up his argument onvihe, 8th 

* of Kbra.^ but made it abundantly worse th^ it wasi b^re. 

j^ You remember Ms lovely language. He says, /*he supjxqses 

^ me asprqdifcingtfaea^ authorities to prove that tpe worditi^ns 



. 93vn vords misrepresent him, for I quoted^ b.im^corrfectly^^ 
tjip report of this.debate will shqw^, Pi^tUie fr,i^tji intbe.case 

; ^^ tbiat lie, was defeajijd so sij^ally oathis pas^age«,an4^bxoiyn 
into. such an inext^icabie/difficuUjf, th«a he kn^^ n^ hovf^o 

^ rfistrain his wrath j and cpnsequepfly, has maqe nOo^^fe^*^® 
in his last speech, except one pftl^e weakest and most point- 

r Ies6 quibbles I ever, heard. ^\A as,t)iii9;:v^as the'best he could 

^ d9^^Qn^infl?S b^T with him. He informs jon^b*^ the words 
have different meaning in .di^l^e^^^ thai I 

^9eeni tq^ be: wholy- ignorant of! ^iefapt. .,1, am by.no 
m^na ignorant rof this factij hut it iis a method .^v^ays 
.resorted to, by, biblical critics, in ascertaining thema^uingof 

. a. wor^T in a»)j particular place, tpj, examine the nsfs of that 
word in otheV passages. Th^is I did, in ; exfimi^ii^: the 
word, •*c^ea,ture,^ and can». multiply passage?i abundantly 
wh^re it does ' not mean all mankind. This, .it; appears, 
.offend^ him. ^ut,! is|howed fjt^om the coniiectiqiv, that 
.itcpul^ not possibly. mean all mankinc^. in thfs, te^ before us. 
I'his I did, by referring to ver^e 1,9, ,w,nere tjie app^^lf^ ?ayf»» 
>'The earnest expectation oC the creature! /waibt^l^ibr, (the 
manifesiatibn pf the spps o[ God." " Now, apy ,|nfin wflo 

dthq.^^s 

aniicQpunta- 
hat does it 
Wait for T *^ The itianifestation of the sons o f Qpd . " , . jlow , 
if ^^creniure,^^ in this pass^ei, was a)l pc^pk^d, pf c^rse^t 
includes the "sons pf,(Jbj, ,fbr they are a part olf all jm^p- 
kind', and cbhsequently, the creature waiteth for the raanifes- 
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tation of itself. , This is the )tind of sense Univeifaaliau^in* 
' ttfemalriii liiak^s' bf ' the wcn^d df Gdcl:" • But verse it sto, 



**the %hole ci^^atiph** in |hjs pa^sa^, inearig all inahkind. 

Wel|, Paul says, *'hot bfaly thevi H'lat Js- accoirdfeg to 
' Mr; M=;'^*n'6t'ohly all bankma:'!' ^eJl, Wui;^^ho,else ? 

"But obJ^elv^'ialsp.^* ' Thafk;'aQedr(firi^^^ 

only' il V tnaijkihd, hut oiitseTveS a1^o> ^^s weft as\ll mankind. 

''Whkt'tSi*bfotiria''exposrti6il bf '8dt;imutiB' % re? ^''febvr beaiiti- 

'M\y Umver$iansni' harmbiifies wim fhei. Word df ^od ! ftow 

^<Jb<fe ifhe gen^ Wri^ti irj to escipd.fVbiin \1& difficulty ? %i- 
'""i^ly, W r^ferrFfyg'hb' thQ' words' (:fr'3ohnf***not''Tor our sfns 




^ dreh' (^'Gbd:'' ' Biir theapostlc ^saVpi^^iiM iibf only tWeyl" ; 




^th^'ViysSge'^heri; sxiapff afs^W^tfie'lFe^ufreciion ot^aTl 
'But abbdrdin'g rb'hi's docrihel iVis^bhry"d"tn^6VaVrfesu^rectfo'S; 

cbu^e %urreptib.tf ^hl' it; ;b'&)i-^^* ri«tW'n^^feut i'^m 

■ lres.qrre,iQ6n. : H6 is thon iti' a siiigiilat- predl^m^t, onlbis 
• piWe.; Bdt .h6'^ has 'favoi-ed'''us ' With' a ' iaisquLsliion^i'n 
^the 't^briS ^ih Ch'nst;'^\'aM«6ivt^V#'a^^^^ 
'iHihAking b\\ alfve;ind Viks' tk\^eHH\{e^Ui^^^ \ 
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'hrkt is not the agent through which, all are made alive, but 
le place where, all ^jre .nijade^ alive. , Well, Adam is the 
lace where all die then, for'*'as in Adam all die, even so in 
hrist all shall be made alive." "In Adam" then, is 
le, nlacQ, ]vh.erp{alJL die J, A singular: pi ^ce,; trulyil / Yeilf 

id tj^isjdeatb is ipoTal/^eaiH'-.?^.^^ ^9Pr^?f tlie T^surjcec- 
>Q^ftbin;/^^^ii§\^ rjOQfaX ;msurr^tion^.arv^,.ih;9i;placei>Mj^^ 
bccur3 . is ^in Chrjgt f " JT'ber^ is sy^h a. .siate as. j&e\flg, 
n C^ri^i^^^ or.,su9,ii a. re^atippt an^^ i^V^at state q^ ror 

tipn, aVe^nw .cxea^ eixd. Paul. J<^lls iisjij^i, hpw i)i8M>y!f{i: 

e^in, tl^a^. s^^^. Wi**^l?"iriqii.:. *fAs juapy ^s h^yci hppyi - , 
jyiae^ fptq.Clx^^^ VlK:<;i¥Q^ed:tbis ^ 

ssi^geV^' Ills last sg^ecb, aniio\^ 1. \yA^t }^Mp.^to:^ell y^uui . 

5 nex'tBpeeclij'w^etb^r 1^^^ pe^i^pns -flf.e **J^fip^tize4 i 
to .Qhrist,''^ .and if he 4o(?.s whetl^er a).l ,i^S:^}i^psiz64i 
;q" Qhmtt [pi^ r^oy^* ^*in,Chri5fj., and into Gh4sJ»iari^. ,.; 
nbnytpPViS ,t|raisV'' .' ^Yelf^.th^^ be, ?ip|v to :^ri.of ,: 
irmng r , AjVUV Ji^ -^^^^ ^^'}^ '■ *^ ^^^ sle^FQ^d diftto^ifs* > 
^9 say. **i» Chrls^'ai^^ injq-piri,st^ are pylponymoTO j^ir^^^ 
'«.T?iif^?^^^^V*? ^9 .Wi^9Hiy ^f Mr/ JViaiijfpj:^, fotithis,. .: 
d jie conWa3icta bimseJ,J**top fr^^ ... 
. ' * S^i^pjcnk^ riien: have' ^ways' thqugljit thatl^eing **bftptiz($d: » 

6 Christ," * is^ tlie act; /of. jeAt^rii)gj.;tbe state jxjc , jrejauon. . : i 
beinfila Christ. Learned men Have laiways thought , tb^t- > 
jre must be an into, before there can* be..aji *'m •-rr^bisk^ •.: 
thai pi, ,piaa j?Qrtis;.epte.ij into ja.. house,. before he ,c^n be} iu it,/ 
t ppw, we , ire in^^ . that jLn; and into, ,aj*e sya:iony^[«OM^ 
msV! Sii}gi4^r*pfppQsiiiQna\ require singular .m^^hpi^i to . - 
fend them i 'iWe may throw away Webster and Walker . ; 
w» a^^theur. definitions, are ajl wrong, and, let Mr?; M.imafce ; .; 
lefiniitipa ^6; suit pniversaUsm f .In the ,21 y er'se,; we , are , 
formed that, ^'isinptB oy.nian came death, by iaan,:al^p, c«ime» a • 
3 resurrection' of the dead ; for (yers^ [22,). as ^% A^^m- ' i 

dief^ev€« so in Ghp^taH, ftbaU.be. made aUv^.''. . Wjiatisr, 
idjj^y^^fsp f^,i}s^gf.'^en^s^^x^s^m for.wh^tiJie. bWiiwd^ .. 
Tcse^^^L^^^iTl}^ mpqn of iii^^'papsitget i^? that ti>raugh/i%hp^y. . 
rtiDUi?j.^nUHjy of Ai ; ., 

snlTBlityj'ojr pbHst atl phaU.beinf^de aliy^ .liii.tbp :fia^<> • - 

tde alive by or through Chnax, I. cannot nouc^ \iv^ ovcw^x 

Qf t^xf now, ^Time expvr^A ^ 
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MR. :MANF0RD'S third SfEECH. 



Mr. Franklin has very kindly informed you that I was an- 
gry daring the delivery of tny last speech. I could not help 
hoticing^the countehahces of the audiet^ce as. tny frienid was 
making this charge. You, my heKrers^ seemed to inquire 
of each other, what does Mr. Franklin mean by such a wil- 
fully, unjust and unfounded charge! You know that I have 
exhibited nb signs of anger whatever. The most chaniable 
supposition I can make is, that my nnsophistocaied frieiidis 
unable to distinguish between earnei^tness ahd anger. It will 
require a man diiferent Hrom Mr. F. to 'make tnej ap^ry* 

He 'still harps upon the old question. If thqfre is no hell 
in thcf future world, how cin we enjoy salvation; there ? For 
my part Ilhirik I could enjoy heaven very well, even though 
I could 'fitit look ov^r its battlements dowti into the depths bf 
an endless hell. Biit I sdppose my friend thinks (lirith a cer- 
tain D.^D.) that the pleasures of the heavenly host \HIT be 
increailfd by th6 sight of the pains of the damned in hell. 
But does he believe in a salvation from hell? No, verily. 
His • doctrine is, once in hell , alwaya there. Hence there is 
no salvation fiidm' it. I belieye, however, in a salvaticm 
from the "lowest h*ll.'' 

Accerding to Universalism, says Mr. Franklin, ther(6 id 
no sin in the future worM, and as some ari3 not saved fr^ 
sin herej where and when will they be saved from sin ? — 
Doeft my friend believe there is any insanity in the future 
world? I suppose not; Welt, as some men are insane, 
and hence are not saved from insanity here, and as there 
is no insanity iii the next world to be saved frorh, when and 
where are ^y saved from it? 

Well, all mankind are sinners, and all will, in God's own 
time; be holy and happy ,- consiequeintly all mankind will be 
saved froia sin: Is Mr. F.'s intellect so obtuse that. he can- 
not understand this? I admit there is no sin, AO burning 
helU or howling devils in the spirit-land, to be saved from ; 
but lUl sin and suffer durittg a portion of their lifb, and as all • 
are m^fte delivwed from these evWa, )\i^^ VAWift «i\^^x^ 

. - . • C . 1 .• > . • 

.•■Ji , \ . - 

I ;•■•.■■••■, • 

/ • *» « - .' * i .»'...•. I 
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\V ..... '>d( 

^^^tti. A person may die a sinner, or insane, but in order 
^|5^^ him la be s^yed from sin 4nr imuiity ii is- hot nefeesfiki^y fdr 
> \ ^^^ ^ erazy. or ^eked one moaient m th« Ibnure UiifOrld;' > 
^ J^ ahoaki thintk Mr. P. would' be cu^taixiiisd to talfc i» childish^ ' »' 
^ ^J be does. If he is « ntan'iw ought to put away M dhlkUtth 

He sittply travels? for the fourth or fifth tima his ^^ii^le ftf 

ideasdboat the resunreetion^ifi Matt^ mid Iifite,^bi}tiD'<;lit«« 

lul «U the time not to reply to : mfy'maio points, ^vdmiim 

ibat'Liike Apeal^ft c^the resartectioa ^Metil, but thinks Matt. 

does,: and ao they coii^diet each other^ accovding to 'hk^iac^*; 

couns. \ did not say those EYangelist^bonimdicf «etfcli othi^r. 

I OQly^aid,iiiat according to hia«dtion»,ibey do; Has Mr. ^ 

F. no.disorimiiiatiion ? -Tiiey both giv^ail a0CK>ant of o»e '^ 

answer ottr Savior gave theSeddoceess; and if -one^ i^f^hetri ^' 

repreaenta. Christ a& speaking of theLresurr«etioa <$f "ati' tii^ -• - ^ 

dead,, idbe other ^libg most^ WbU^ Mr. Pi ihAttki^ ik is*pA»ba>^^ o:« 

ble that'Ghdst,: according to /Maahew^^iiifba^madiihe'Safktii*' 

cees that, all the dead are'ltke'tHe'ailgeia< of heaven*; and': i 1 

yet he contends that Christ, according m iiuke, infoirmcKlt ih4 '^ ^ 

Sadducees that only part of the dead «r& like the angels,iaiid ' ^^ 

are tbe.chddi^n of God ! ! Thi^ is -a n^ost )3orpriatng po^l- ' 

tion ; and it is ottly equalled by the assertion^ifluit accordihg > r^ 

to his iBiewSy they do not contradict eaph other ! ! Bpth rdp^^ :r.-^ 

resent Jesds as speaking of ail the deacL Matthenf says «h«y 

are like the angels, of heaven, andi^ike says they al« ^lial" 

to the angels of heaven, and then< explains what is judaiM by • 

that expression — shall be the children of God, sbaU^ie no 

more.. The truth is, it is more evident from Luke than fridra. 

Matt, that Christ spoke of the resurrection of ail ihe^ead^ 

for Luke says, *' He is not the God. of the dead but of th^e 

living, for all "-r-the dead — ^**Uveunto him." That the ad^ 

jecuve a/Z qnalifies the word dead cannot be denied. This ; 

then settles the points AH the dead live! unto God ;> which 

means they are like the angels, are the children of God, and 

shall die no more. All the dead are then accounted wor» ' 

thy of being raised from the dead, and i>i living in the spirits- 

ual world. It is supremely ridiculous to contend/as Mr. F;^* 

doesi that Jesus, by the expression **are like the angels^'' 

meant no cnoire nor no less than that the dead do nc^t marry:! ! 

SuchJi^Hy isr not worth ifeplying to. : i. ,., 
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\y\^•^, :i! )• * f 1 1, til i- • ■»•'!< •' i! ■ ' .• . 

\V bat Mfy Fmnkliii laid :abeut mj^ xule for determibing the 
mefraiDO/of wordt^ I ;wa8! fluued to observoy met with the 
visiblo^^apprc^tton i dr xih^ ^* eiuilre . audiehce. Yoa kooift 
my li0iirQrBrthat/Lg&ve(nQ.tiich isnle; but that it is-tbede^^ 
formed ofispring of bis own distempered imagination. An 
effort ^t wit, od ftQt ooclNton like tile firesent, is* bod . Bat ai' 
attempt to boUter.'.u|k that efibtt withrajlaMioody is, to)iro« 
ceedfrom ^ lortMf-ffl. MnFmikblta 'thinks our Savidr 
w<Mild ansWetmy ^uesiidkiy 4a:ref<)reB8e toinlaQ^ aqd idioisf 
very miAchto nky" eonfinamii; Bbtwhyididiie not ansfi^eritl 
BeceiiiieKeooiiktiiMit«i .HerGh9i|^:nic.with an attenhpt «» 
ridicule the woi!ds 4if our bleased^Savidr; Ytui know that 
thi» is another. iwiifuliabrioatioQv I idid tioieadi things and '- 
God. fof bid* I iO ver should* The ditemima/ which, he has pre** 
senied to me on the fifth :ofRomans9l have looked at with 
some cai)e. I haveitried ji0 fiiulits AxTrns; but alas! have 
onlyb^O.eiiliblediO' £N''^two*-^7c>ftgi^^ \ repeat what 
I haire' already stiidf)thbiLi(2o)beU«Tea^i the apostle ^eays in- ^ 
the fifth: iofii&9inaai,{ lOlr in any otheo* place'; but I iio^no^ be* - 
lieve Mr^FfankUn?sf9i^ey9Kr»(aito9t^of it. 

'* Being nsxwi justified by :his bl66d , we' shall be- saved from 
wra^>througb ihian^r . Biom.^2 9. In explaiimng this pas- 
sage 1 used 1 the : fbllbwiHg; ttfut^rohon. 1 am nwo in good 
healthy and hope. to; be saved ^filom sickness \phile I Ifve. - 
How :di:|e8 Mr. FmnkUn meet this? . Why, by saying that \ - 
undesstanAtllto psesent salvfttion to be! a sioil vatibn. from^ siK^k- 
ness. Aiifd,! bays . !Mr i Ficanklih ; \ the .> most atrocteae sinners 
enjoy f this. salvadonl finom wrath. < Would ftl r. Franklin have 
resorted :to a bsise,.'a> wilful -misa^epresentationof my relnarksy 
if the;y; could have ' been 'mibwared' in any! other way ? M y^^ ^ 
hearers, • yi>uc looks answer^ \ no. • Euv-I beseech hifn,' for iiis 
own ealde, not to be aby more guilty of such gross apd man* 
ifest t perversions.' <)tte should rem eriibeb' that this; debate is to 
be published Jtditlie- woridi : iieiiBaa: ircfvesented ivt e as teying 
that toi'be saved from SMtii:ne«s is presetit torlvation from siii ! 
O, shame^ where is thyrbliisfel: Butrl tm\h teil-'^hi^n ioiiriP 
more ^YitX \diiim»nxxH or aoanher what: iism4< ' i^ nbw ^lijoy' 
good heaUhv (that is, a jpreseni «a/tta/ion>froinisiQdEnessv)a^d 
hopd to.he .savied.^ fixueh ;sickieBa through' lifeji Bo mil the 
Roman christians might ha^^^Bakd^. ^\W%t«b ^i^^.^^^^^^ 
from siQf are justified, and recoucWQA^mucVmat^^^^V^^^ji 
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" through Christ, by his life," to enjoy salvation to the end 
of our dajsJ'* This is all that Paul means ; and the much 
ffiof^ that Mr. F. harps on so long and loud, and says it is 
immortality beyond the grave, is no more or less than the 
grace they hoped to be partakers of during life. As God 
had saved, justified, reconciled them by the death of his Son# 
nowthlit he has ris^n from the dead, and ascended on iiigh, 
they had much more reason to hope for a continuation of 
salvation. If he is right about this "much more," then 
none can ever enter heaven but such as have been justified 
on earth ; and hence the child of one sirij and all the count* 
less millions of the heathens will be damned eternally ! This 
unavoidable inference from his position is enough to prove* 
it as false as sin is wicked. 

All his trash about my renouncing my " entire faith," my 
" first speech," *• giving up the whole chase," is unworthy 
of any notice, and I shall not condescend to give it any. 
No one pretends that Paul, in Romans, speaks of the resur- 
rection of the dead literally; but he does speak of a spiritual 
renovation, and .says that shall be enjoyed by all that sin. 
But Mr. F. will have it, that all sin, but only part will be 
justified, made righteous. ■ Dr. Clarke contends just as I am 
doing, that exactly as many as sin shall be made righteous, 
and he shows the absurdity of the contrary view, by read- 
ing two or three verses as they should read if righteousness- 
is not to be equal in extent to sin. Hear him : " As by the 
offences of one, judgment. came upon all men to condem- 
nation ; so, by the righteousness of one, the free gift came 
upon SOME to justification, ver. 18. As by one man's diso- 
bedience, MANY were made sinners ; so, by the obedience 
of one shall some be made righteous, ver. 19." He adds : 
*• Neither this doctrine nor the thing ever entered the soul of 
this divinely inspired man." I hope Mr. F. will profit by 
these remarks of the learned and pious Doctor. I beg of 
him to pay some attention to the 19th verse, where Paul 
teaches that just as many as sin shall be righteous. He 
has thus far passed that verse without comment. As I rely 
on that verse, I hope he will give it some attention. Mr. F. 
ought to know that no one can be saved in this world or in 
the world to come, but by the grace of God ; but it is an 
absurd position that no one can enjoy aa\va\\ou be^joxid \\vq 
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grave unless he is saved here. Where did he get that no- 
tion ? Not from the Bible. Salvation is commenctd herOf 
and completed in eternity ; and the grace of God, through 
Jesust commences and completes the work. I did not quote 
-the words ** when sin abounded, grace did much more 
abound," to prove universal salvation in eternity, sjid be 
knows it ; but he prefers to misrepresent me. He misrepre- 
sented me in many other respects, but I shall let them pass. 
I envy Botthe man who is so reckless with his toDgue. I 
hope he will try to govern that member better hereafter. 

JVll he said in his last speech on Kom. 8, 1 aaticipated and 
refuted when I was up before, and it would have been 
better for him to have said nothing, than to have repeated as 
he did, refuted assertions. He again admits that Paul and 
his bretliren did noi belong to the whole Creation ; of course, 
then, they came by chance, never were created ; and' as Mr. 
F. professes to be one of Panrs brethren, he does not belong 
to the creation of God either. As "the whole creation" only 
is to be delivered from the bond^e of cornjption into the 
glorious liberty of the children of Grod, and as Paul and hii 
brethren, including Mr. Franklin and brethren, compose no 
part of the whole creation, they are to have no part in that 
glorious deliverance ! ! My wise and learned friend s^r 
this should be called "Doctor Franklin." To save Paul and 
his brethren, he says the apostle tells us, that they were "wait- 
ing for the adoption, to-wit, the redemption of our body." — 
Ah, St. Paul and Dr. Franklin, you will have to wait a long 
time, as you do not belong to the whole creation. There is 
no redemption for you. My friend must reverse his theory 
after this — send christians to hell and sinners to heaven. — 
But I am strongly inclined to the opinion that all mankind are 
embraced in the whole creation, and consequently all mankind 
are to be delivered from "the bondage of corruption into the 
glorious liberty of the children of God." These are more 
expressive terms than "holy and happy" are. He repeais 
his assertion that I referred to authority to prove that "crea- 
tion" or "creatture," wherever it occurs, means all mankind. 
I said that Dr. Macknight and others inform us that in the 
passage under consideration it means "all mankind," "every 
human creature." When he makes a mistake, he will never 
givo it up. ' : 

1 now come to 1 Cor. 16» 1 \\B.ve iveN« c^xAEtA^^ ^'^s. 
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Bven so^ in the 22d verse, relates to the quality^ as B&. F. 
knows ; but he delights to violate one of the commandments. 
INeither have I denied the agency of Christ in making all 
alive, but have express^ said that all the dead shall be raised 
*'Jy Christ, in Christ." He admits that when Paul says, 
^*As in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made 
alive," he teaches a universal resurrection, I want yon to 
bear this in mind, for it is a very important admission. — 
The next point to be settled, is, in what condition will all the 
dead be raised ? Paul says, raised ^^in Christ.''^ My friend, 
in his first speech on this proposition, said this is a wrong 
translation ; it should read '*by Christ," lor, said he, to be m 
Christ would be making Christ "the place," and "this would 
be the most weak and childish thing that has appeared in the 
19th century." In reply, I proved that the New Testament' 
teaches clearly that men can be in Christ. He could not re- 
sist the testimony, and hance in his-last speech he says, ^Hhere 
is such a state as being in Christ," I am glad his eyes are 
opened, and hope he will not call that doctrine weak and 
foolish again. The meaniiag of the passage then before us 
is evident. It teaches the resurrection of all the dead;, this 
he admits ! It also teaches that all the dead will be raised 
IN Christ ; and Mr. F. admits "there is such a state as being 
in Christ." Whether "into Christ" and "in Christ" are sy- 
nonimous terms, is of no consequence as far as the subject 
before us is concerned, for he now admits "there is such a 
state as being in Christ ;" and I will only remark that the 
whole force of the preposition in is in the word into. He don't 
believe with Paul that men die "in Adam," and sneers at such 
a Statement, and says it should read, "by Adam." For my 
part, I think the inspired penman knew best. 

After all my friend's hard labor, he has presented no evi- 
dence that all the dead will not be raised in Christ. Remem- 
ber he has admitted that Paul teaches the resurrection of all 
the dead. Well, all the dead shall be raised in Christ; and 
as I remarked in a former speech, none will be raised oilf of 
him, but all in him ; and Paul says, "To be in Christ is to be 
a new creature ; to have old things pass away, and have all 
things become new." The 22d verse of 1 Cor. 15, affords 
positive evidence of a universal resurrection to a heavenly 
Yife. Through the whole of this lengthy and Vm^ot\axv\ ^"k^- 
ter, the apostle teaches those two great tru\]l[LS) %a\ ^cw^^^sv 
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my opening speech on this proposition, to which ray firieod 
has pedd no attention. I refer you to that speech. 

Although I introduced only one proof-textin my last speech, 
he could not find time to notice even that ! I hope it will be 
convenient for him to give it some attention. What would 
the man do if I should do as he did. when he had the affirma- 
tive — crowd my speeches with proof-texts ? He would be in 
despair, and leave the field. 

I shall now adduce three proof-texts togetbery.viz : "Then 
shall the dust return to the earth, as it was ; and the spirit 
sImJI i»turn unto God who gave it." — Eccl. xii., 7. 2 **For 
of him, and through him, and to him, are all things ; td whom 
be glory forever. Amen." — Rom. 11: 36. 3 "And I, if I 
be Ufted up from the earth, will draw all men unto me." — John 
12: 32. We learn from the first passage that the bodies of 
all must again return to the dust from whence they came.— 
2d, That the spirits of all these bodies will return unto God 
who gave them. No distinction is made — all spirits received 
from God will return unto him. 

From the second text, we learn j 1st, That all things 
came from God. 2, That through him are glII things. 
3. That to him are all things, that is, all spirits shall retura 
unto God who gave them. From the third text we learn: 
That so surely as Christ was raised from the dead — so surely 
as he has been exalted at the right hand of God, so surely 
will he "draw all men" unto him. 

I do hope Mr. F. will endeavor to meet these passages 
fairly and honestly. It is possible to invent a plausible quib* 
ble at any time ; but to meet an argument fairly is quite fui- 
other matter. A great many points, and the most import- 
ant ones too, which I made while presenting my proof-texts, 
Mr. Franklin has not even deigned to notice. 

I will now partially recapitulate the arguments of my first 
speech on the present proposition : 

1. Christ, in answering a question of the Sadducees, 
plainly teaches that in the resurrection all shall be equal unto 
the angels in heaven— shall be the children of God, and shall 
live unto God. This agrees perfectly with the three proof- 
texts adduced in this speech, which teach that all spirits shall 
return unto God who gave them ; that all things which have 
proceeded from God shall lelutu lo\i\m •, mi^ ^^\. ^& C\\riat 
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was lifted tip from the earth, and is now at the right haM of 
the Father, so wiU he draw all men unto himself. 

2. We have learned that while men were sinners and ene- 
mies, God loved them ; that by the righteousness of one the 
FREE GIFT Came upon all men unto justification of life ; that 

through the obedience of one, many, or all shall be made 
righteous ; that where sin abounded grace did much more 
abound ; "that as sin hath reigned unto death, even so might 
grace reign through righteousness unto eternal life by Jesus 
Christ our Lord." Rom. v: 21. 

The scriptures speak of a universal death, but following it is 
a universal life ; of universal corruption, but succeeded by 
universal deliverance therefrom ; of universal condemnation, 
followed by universal justification. Sin may reach as wide 
as the universe, as deep as hell, and as high as heaven ; but 
the grace and love of God can reach wider ^ deeper, HIGHE||l 
still. 

3. We are taught by inspiration that all created intelligen- 
ces were made subject to vanity and decay, not willingly, but 
by reason of him who hath subjected the same in hope — 
hope from a deliverance of their present bondage in corrup- 
tion into the glorious liberty of the children of God. This 
hope glows upon the altar of every bosom. Will the Jeho- 
vah extinguish forever that flame which he has lighted by the 
breath of his own mouth ? 

4. "As in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made 
alive. This scripture plainly teaches the universality of the 
resurrection. . As to the effects of the resurrection, we learn : 

1 . That as those who are raised, are raised in Christ, we are - 
justified in saying they will be raised free from sin ; for "if 
any man be in Christ he is a new creaturey The phrase 
"in Christ" is used about forty times in the Bible, and is 
always applied to those who are justified from their sins. 2, 
We learn that as all bear the image of the earthy, they shall 
also bear the image of the heavenly. 3. That as all are 
sown in dishonor, weakness, and corruption, so also shall 
they be raised in glory, power, and INCORRUPTION.— 
Thus, the extent of the resurrection is found to be universal — 
its effects infinitely sublime, glorious, and ho\y» Death is lo 
be swaJJoired up in victory ; Christ is to put ^ovjiv. ^ T\i^^^ 
and all authority, and ail power, (that is, a\\ OTj^v^i\tv%x>i^^> 
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aulbority, and power,) not even excepting the power of the 
devil himself. *^That throush death he might destroy him that 
had the power of death, that is the devil." — Heb. ii. 14.— 
The last enemy, death, is to be destroyed.^ All things 
shall be subdued into Christ, then shall the Son himself be 
subject unto Him that put all things under him, that God may 
be all in all. 

I think my friend will not complain that I do not give him 
enough to do. He tried to make you believe, in his last 
speech, that I felt hampered and in difHculty. But you per- 
ceive, my hearers, that I am not. I could, in this speech, 
have offered several more proof-texts, but I have chosen not 
to do so. 1 wish Mr. Franklin to have full opportunity to 
answer, if he can, those which I have already advanced.— 
As yet he has only attempted some weak and childish quib- 
i)le8, but I do not despair; I still hope for better things from 
him. There is certainly room for much improvement, and 
I do desire that he will make it. He has hinted that there 
are but few Universal ists in the house. Well, what of that ? 
Waits says that " Wisdom shows a narrow path, with here 
and there a traveler." I hope Mr. F. will come boldly up 
to the work, and answer all my arguments, if he can, in a 
firm and candid manner. I should be much pleased if this 
discussion could be carried on without any unpleasant words 
or feelings. But my friend seems to think that he has full 
license grossly to misrepresent some of my plainest state- 
ments ; merely, I suppose, because he thinks me a heretic, 
atfdihat he will do God's service to put me down, no matter 
in what way. 

.[Time Expired.] 
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Gentlemen : 

My friend, Mr. Manf<>rd, seems now angry with me for al- 
luding to his being angry in his last speech. But he read in 
the countenances of the audience that the charge of an^er 
was>*wilftilly unjust and unfounded." He read this pleasant 
language Hke he reads some things in the Bible — where it 
was not written ! If he talks this way when he is in a good 
humor, I should not like to hear him get in an ill humor, f* 
did not suppose he was angry with mer but with his incon- 
sistent and contradictory doctrine. 

He allows now, that I must be greatly wanting in discrim- 
ination, that 1 cannot see how a man can be saved from sin 
in the coming world, when there will be no sin there ! Well, 
he mu9t excuse the obtuseness of my mind in that case, and, 
if I am not greatly mistaken, he will have to excuse the 
greater part of this audience in the same mattery for I -de- 
clare to you, I cannot see how any man can be saved from 
sin in a world where there will be no sin ! And what ia 
worse, I cannot believe that he can see how such a thing 
can be. But he ingeniously asks if I believe there will be 
any insanity in the coming world. To this I answer no ; 
and there will be no salvation from insanity in the coming 
world ; nor have 1 ever been quite so green as to preach such a 
salvation, but he does preach a salvation from sin in a world 
where there will be no sin. He has now despaired of getting 
out of this difficulty, and says, "all mankind are sinners, and 
all in God's own good time will .be holy and happy, conse* 
quently all mankind will be saved from sin." That waa 
easily asserted ; but that is just what his brethren are so 
anxious to hear proved. But when will all be saved from 
sin 1 Not in this world, we all know. Not in the resurrec- 
tion, for this would leave some men in sin thousands of years 
after death. Not after the resurrection, for he says there 
will be no sin after the resurrection. Hon<j *\a \\vv^ m^xvix \^ 
be understood ? If be has any lighx 1 Yioip^ \i^ ^'^ \^\^^ 
Jufre A Jittie 
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My friend can see no way to be saved from hell without 
first being in hell. Well, in our "childish" way of think- 
ing, we had supposed that a man could be saved irmsn death 
without first dying — that a man could be saved from drown- 
ing without first being drowned — saved from misfortunes 
without first suffering them ; but the glorious doctrine of 
Universalism has shed forth such a flood of lighi; as^o make 
it entirely clear, that to be saved from hell we must all go to 
hell first, and suf^r as much as our sins deserve, and then 
be saved from the punishment due to us as sinners, and all 
this too through the boundless mercy of that G<^d "who is 
love ! " If Universalists love their fellow-men in the same 
*■ way they represent their God as lovirrg, I would greatly pre- 
fer that they would not mak« me an object of their love and 
mercy. 

Mr. M. allows that I trace for the "fourth or fifth time" 
my circle of ideas touching Matt, and Luke on the resurrec- 
tion of the dead. You must bear in mind that he is perplexed 
and confused, and does not design to say "fourth or fifth" 
when I had only spoken twice. I should make worse blun- 
ders than that if I should attempt to sustain such a miserable 
theory. But you must bear with me if I do refer to these 
passages several times. You know I have to follow him, 
and as he goes to those passages in every speech, I must go 
there also if I follow him. But the truth is he hates to have 
me follow him so closely ; this is all that troubles him. 

Upon what does he now found his whole argument touch- 
^ing the woman and seven husbands? Why, simply what I 
have said all the time he could not prove. I have said in a 
former speech that possibly Matt. 22 : 30, may allude to all 
the dead, but that I did not know that it could be proved.-r 
After due reflection I see nothing to prove it, nor did my 
friend try to prove it. He is then building his whole argu- 
ment on what I said possibly might be proved, and not on 
any thing he has proved, and, as 1 think, after mature reflec- 
tion, on what no one can prove. But, as I said before, no- 
thing is gained on the part of my friend, for it requires no 
extraordinary discrimination to see that Luke records some 
things that Matt, does not, and that Matt, records some things 
which Luke does not. This the getv\\%t?\^Tv ^q»\n& xcv^i^ «. 
coatradiction, Thoo^as Pa\ne conx^t^ie^ \\\^.wsxv^ n9%?j^ 
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but Others, and greater men, allow that one witness stating 
something which another omits is no contradiction. 

He told you that Luke says, "He is not the God of 
the dead, but of the living," for all "the dead live unto 
Him." Luke does not say that. The gentleman cannot 
make out his proof without adding something to the language 
of Luke, He simply said, "He is not a God of the dead, but 
of the living; for all live unto Him." All whom ? All the 
dead, Mr. M. says. But it does not say so. There is 
no rule of interpretation that can make it include, all the 
dead, without making it include the living also. And it does 
liot say that "all shall live unto Him, '^ but simply, "all live 
upto Him," now, in the present tense ; it cannot, therefore, 
mean holiness and happiness in heaven, or else we are now 
all holy and happy in heaven ! 

The gentleman has an extremely convenient way of get- 
ting over difficulties. I am just beginning to understand 
his method of doing business. When I make an argument 
which he cannot answer, and so that he can see no way to 
get up some little quibble, he pronounces it a contemptible 
thing and unworthy of notice, and says that he will not con- 
descend to it. I was not apprised of the elevation upon 
which he stands. Mr. M., please come down so as to stand 
upon a level with your humble servant.. 

On the 5th gf Rom., Mr. M. remarks: "If he is right 
about this *much more,' th6n none can enter into heaven but 
siich as have been justified on earth; and hence, the child of one 
?in and all the countless millions of heathens will be damned 

. eternally. He is very good at drawing inferences, but has he 
shown that I am not correct 1 He has not, and he has made 
such a miserably weak effort, that there is but little of 
any thing to reply to. He is already involved in so many 
absurdities on the 6th of Rom., that it seems like a pity 
to involve him in any more. Ho has taken the position thai 
the death there spoken of, is moral death, and if this be 
granted, the resurrection from it is only a moral resurrection. 
In this, he has given it up as a proof text. But he has refer- 
red this passage to the future state, and I have shown that the 
grace promised in it is conditional — that it depends upon 
present justification and reconciWauoti. NX >^\^ ^^vow\^\iN^ 

argument is not only lost, but he Yiaa ^\xx vnNa vcv^ N&asx^^ 
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an irrefutable argument in favor of the conditionality of the 
heavenly state. Against this, he has made no effort, [o 
addition to this, he has asserted that thejustification spoken of 
in this passage, is through righteousness ; yet he does not 
believe in imputed righteousness ; therefore, he makes justi- 
fication depend on our own righteousness; and as many 
never are righteous in this world, they must either be lost, or 
else by righteousness in the coming world, obtain mlvation. 

I have amply refuted the gentleman's argument on the 8th 
of Romans, and my objections slill remain untouched. I 
have showed that in the same connection of his proof text, 
Paul makes heirship and glorification conditional. He says 
'*if sons, then heirs, heirs of God and joint heirs with Christ, 
if so be that we suffer with him that we maybe glorified to- 
gether." To this, he has made no allusion, and never can 
remove it. I then referred to severaFplaces where the 
words "creation" and '^creature" occur, to show that they do 
not always mean "all mankind." This, he admits. I then 
referred to two distinct clauses in the text itself, to show that 
the same word could not in that place, mean "all mankind.**. 
This has received no reply, except a string of burlesque he 
called a reply. And even the burlesque is not so much directed 
against me, as against the holy apostle of Jesus. He asserts 
that "the whole creation travail and groan in pain, until now, 
and not only they, but ourselves also." This language Mr. 
M. burlesques and ridicules in the face of this christian com- 
munity ! He need not say it is my view of it he ridicules, 
for his last speech will show for itself, to contain the most 
direct ridicule of the very language just quoted.- 

He allows the language of the 8th Eomans, is more 
expressive than the words "holy and happy" themselves. 
That depends on what a man wishes to express. But if he 
means that any words or any phrase in that passage, is more, 
expressive of the position, that all mankind shall be finally 
holy And happy, than those words themselves, he is greatly 
mistaken. 1 deny that there is a word or a phriaae in 
the chapter that means "all mankind." I also deny that 
there is any word that means holy, nor is there any word 
that means finally, or happy. Where then, is the proof 
of his position 1 It is not only not in that passagCt but 
It Is not in the Bible. 
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The gentleman has planted his stake down at the 16th of 
first CorinthianS| with some degree of confidence. I must, 
therefore, proceed to take it up before I resume my seat. 
He sticks to his favorite criticism, that "iu Christ,'Vis the 
place where all are to be made alive. I thought he would 
l^ecome ashamed of t{^t, as it made Adam the place where 
ail die ; but as he is incapable of that, I shall now proceed to 
show what would become of his argument, admitting ^^n" to 
mean place, in that passage. If ^4n Christ," simply means 
the place where all are made alive, there is no evidence 
in the passage, of a iiniversal resurrection, unless it can 
be proved that all are in Christ ; for the passage simply 
asserts that **in Christ shall all be made alive," and affirms 
nothing concerning those not in Christ. Remember that 
it is not affirmed that all are in Christ, but simply that 
•'in Christ shall all be made alive." Not one word is said of 
those out of Christ. No cringing, Mr. Manford ! You 
allow that in Christ, in this passage, means the place where 
all will be made alive, and you have already quoted the words: 
-•'as many of you as have been baptised into Christ, have put on 
Christ," consequently, those not "baptised into Christ," are not 
in Christ, and your proof text simply asserts the resurrection of 
those in Christ. How do you like your position Mr. ]\J 1 
Does "in Christ" mean the ^relation of justified persons? 
The;i the passage simply asserts the resurrection of the 
justified. Your proof text, therefore, does nothing towards 
proving that "all sinners will be saved." No sir, if your 
criticism is correct, then 1 deny that there is one word 
said of-any but christians, in the whole passage. He 
repeated over and over again, in his last speech, that this 
passage taught a universal resurrection, but according to his 
favorite position, it simply asserts the resurrection of those in 
Christ, they that are Christ's, or, as he defines, the justified, 
and says not one word about any others. Yes? he de- 
fines those in Christ, to mean the justified. The justified 
thea, will be made alive, yes and holy ! This is no new doc- 
trine. We all believe those in Christ, the justified, "they 
that are Christ's," will be finally, holy and happy I 

Mr. M. now says, "whether *in. Christ,' " and *into Christ' 
are synonymous terms, is of no couaec\v3L^w<:^, ^ W "^^ 
the subject before us is conceraed.'^ B.^ ^^ %^\Vw\i^ ^a^a^* 
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calm on the dogmadcal assertion made in his last speech. 
If he will also give up that the balance oT his unfounded as- 
sertions are of **no consequence," he will find very many 
who will perfectly agree with him. 

He simply told you, that I "don't believe that men die 
in Adam," because he could think <Jf nothing else to say, 
and not because he can make any one in this audience 
believe such a gratuitous' and unwarrantable statement. You 
know how he has whined about my wiHful misrepresenta- 
tions, and charged me with stating untruths, and cautioned 
me again to slick to the truth, &c., &c. My religion 
does not allow me to use such language, and I leave you 
to judge who is guilty in all these cases. 

Mr. M. says, ** What would the man do if I should do as 
he did when he had the affirmative — crowd my speeches with 
proof texts? He would be in despair and leave the field." 
1 will tell you what I would do, if he would do as I did ; I 
would just give up the argument at once; for I proved my 
affirmative from the most clear and plain passages of Scrip- 
ture ; but he never can do as I did, unless he affirms some 
other proposition. 

The three new proof texts come not in a thousand miles 
of my friend's proposition. The first one simply asserts 
that '* the spirit shall returft to 'God who gave it," but does 
not say what for, whether to be judged, or saved, or what. 
The second is like it. It simply asserts that ** to him are 
all things," but it does not say what for, to be judged I pre- 
sume. The third simply states that Chirst will draw all 
men unto him. But we all believe all will be drawn unto 
him, and stand at his* judgment seat, and be judged accor- 
ding to their works. 

I did not notice the passage from Eph. 1, in my last 
speech. But it does nothing for my friend'i^ proposition. It 
simply asserts that *'in the dispensation of the fulness of 
times he shall gather together all things in Christ, I must 
hold my friend to his own rule. "In Christ" means the 
justified. He will then, in the dispensation of the fulness 
. of aimes gather together all things both which are in heaven 
and on earth even in him, that is the justified in heaven 
and on earth, shall be gathered togetlvet. Ho^ do you like 
It, Mr, Maafordl The passage B\mv\y ^Asetxa \\v^ >^>5iv«tvTi'5|, 
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togsther all thin^ iu him ; aad not one word is said a^out 
those things out of him. But aaother unfortunate thing is 
that the passage does not say what they are to he gathered 
tn^ether for. As the tares are to be gathered to be huroed« 
the words gathered together, do not always mean salvation. 

Mr. Manford is coming out an anniAi/a/iom5^ Hear him. 
" None will be raised out of Christ, but all in him." Ac- 
coidiQg to this doctrine, a n^an must he in Christ to secure 
a resurrection from the dead. What will become of all the 
heathens ? My friend quotes scripture to prove that persons 
are baptised into Christ, and that if any man is in Christ, he ' 
ia a new creature ; and npw states that ** none will be raised 
out of Christ." Yes, and to shut himself in, so that there 
could be no escape for him, he defines " in Christ " to be in 
a state of justification. And now boldly statel^ that none 
will be raised from the dead out of that state, but all in it. — 
Yet hundreds of his own brethren have not been baptised 
into Christ, and consequently, I suppose, are not to be raised 
from the dead. What has he then proved by 1 Cor. 16, and 
Eph. 1 1 Why, nothing only that those " in Christ," "tn 
him," the justified will be "made alive," "gathered togeth- 
er." Well, who ever denied that 1 No one here, I pre- 
sume. But this falls greatly below his affirmative proposir 
tion, that "all mankind will be finally holy and happy." 

He professed to be much delighted that I had found out 
that there was such a state as being in Christ, and even af- 
fected some instrumentality in enlightening my benighted 
mind. But I have not perceived yet that the words, " in 
Christ shall all be made alive," signify the justified state, 
but the passage simply asserts that by or through Christ shall 
all be made alive. This interpretation being correct, it is 
simply asserted that all shall be made alive^ and my friend's 
interpretation being correct, it is simply asserted that "in 
Christ shall all be made alive." and nothing is said of those 
not in Christ. To make this doubly strong, my friend has 
roundly asserted, that " none will be raised out of Christ." 
It matters not therefore to me, which way he takes it. Qe 
is defeated either way. 

1. 1 am now through with my friend's proof texts, and 
have nothing farther to reply to ; and may therefore take niy 
seat, or proceed u> irrtroduce new mawex lox ^^ ^\s\^T>afi^- 
jnent of the audience- -fielieving nov* xVi^x tw^ \x\ssvA\Sv- 
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tends to keep back some of his principal proof texts, thatl 
may not have the opportunity to reply to his arguments on 
them, I am determined to introduce one of them for him. — 
The passage I allude to is Isai. 45 : 23, 24. *' I have sworn 
by myself, the word is gone out of my mouth in righteous- 
ness, and shall not return, that unto me every knee shall 
bow, and every tongue shall swear. Surely shall one say, 
in the Lord have I righteousness and strength : even to him 
shall men come ; and all that are incensed against him shall 
be ashamed.'* Thse words, Universal ists quote in connec- 
tion with the following : ** Wherefore God bath highly ex- 
alted him, and given him a name which is above every name; 
that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things 
in heaven, and things in the earth, and things under the 
earth ; and that every tongue.should confess that Jesus Christ 
is Lord, to the glory of God the Father." Phil. 2: 9, 10, 
11. My friend quoted the above passage from Isaiah, in the 
Liberty debate, and found the difficulty it involved his sys- 
tem in, and therefore he wishes to keep it out of the present 
discussion. In quoting these passages, to prove universal 
salvation, our Universaiian friends apply the oath of God to 
the coming world, and the balance to this. In this .they 
have better precedent than most of them are aware of. — 
The apostle Paul makes a short quotation from the same 
passage, and makes an application of it, that I like much 
better than the Universalian application. Rom. 14: 10, 
Paul asserts that **we shall all stand before the judgment 
seat of Christ." And what passage does he quote to prove 
it ? ' The very passage that my friend sometimes quotes to 
prove that all will be saved. But let us hear the apostle 
piove that** we shall all stand before the judgment seat of 
Christ." The following is his proof: ** For it is written, 
as 1 live saith the Lord every knee shall bow tome and every 
tongue shall confess to God." Rom. 14 : 11. Thus you dis- 
cover, ray hearers, that the very words Paul quotes to prove 
that ** we shall all stand before the judgment seat of Christ," 
my friend quotes to prove that all will he saved, Universalists 
apply this passage to the world to come, and they are right in 
that, for Paul applies it to prove that world, and that "we 
shall all stand T)efore the judgment seat of Christ." The 
judgment k then after death, as owt \itv\\exa«X\\5Jot^\\«tA%^4.- 
mJt, by referring this passage \o \\ve cotoAw^'wotX^. 



UNIVERSAL SALVATION- 176 

2. I will DOW spend a moment in answering some quer* 
ics found in a Uni versa] ist tract. - Question 1. ** As we are 
i-equircd to love our enemies, may we not safely infer that 
God loves his enemies ? If he loves them, will he punish 
them more than will be for their good ? '* God poured out 
fire and brimstone from heaven on the Sodomites, engulphed 
Pharoah and his hosts in the Red Sea, overflowed the ante- 
diluvian world with a flood, and flowed the streets of Jeru- 
salem with the blood of its unbelieving inhabitants. Was 
all this for their good — for their reformation ? These were 
his enemies, and if he treats them thus, and loves them at the 
same time, have we any evidence, that his love will ever in- 
duce him to treat them any better? But we are asked the 
question : ** Is God without variableness or even the shadow 
of turning 1" I answer, that he is. But what of that ? Why 
nothing, only if God punishes sinners now, and is without 
variableness or the shadow of turning, he will never cease 
punishing them. But th& question is asked in this tract, ^* If 
God loves his enemies now, will he not always love them ?,'* 
Is this good, sound logic ? Then if God punishes sinners 
now will he not always punish them ? 

Surely the argument is as good in the one case as it is in the 
other. If it be true, that because God loves sinners now, he 
always will love them; it must be equally true, from the same 
principle of reasoning, that if God loves sinners now, and 
punishes them notwithstanding, that he always will punish 
them. But if we are further asked: "Is it just for God to 
love his enemies, and be kind to the unthankful and evil in 
this4i£e ? Would it be unjust for him to exercise the same 
love and kindness toward them in the future world?" To the 
latter of these queries we answer no. But how kind does my 
friend say God is to the unthankful and evil in this lite ? Why, 
just kind enough to torment them in hell. Well the tract be- 
fore us asks the question : "Would it be unjust for him to 
exercise the same love and kindness towards them in the fu- 
ture world ?" Certainly not. This is just what 1 contend 
he will do. If, then, Universalian logic is worth anything, 
and, as they say, if God punishes man with hell torments in 
this life, and it is just to treat them with the same love and 
kindness in the world to come, it will be ixisl lo \tv^\c\. W^ 
form Jilts upon them perpetually. My ^n^u^ ^"^ Vw^n^ v> 
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change his logio^ and contend that God is changeable, and 
diat although he* does not love the wicked in this life so as to 
punish them, he will love them in (he coming world, so that 
they shall not be punished. 

j|We are sagely asked: "If you had the requisite power would 
you not deliver the whole family of man from sin and niiiseryl" 
And I would ask : "If you had the requisite power would you 
not deliver the whole family of man" from sickness, sorrow, 
pain, and death in this life ? Surely, you would. Are you, 
merefore, better than God, who could, but does not do it ? or 
is it not that you are more ignorant than God of what he 
ought to do. If we had the requisite power we would do 
many other things which Gt)d would look upon as perfect 
foolishness. 

We have the following from this same Universalist tract : 
"If God would save all mankind but cannot, is He infinite in 
power 1 If God can save all mankind but will not, is he in- 
finite in goodness ?" If God can save all mankind from all 
the sighs, groans, pains and deaths of this life, and will not, 
is he infinite in goodness ? If he would save all men from 
these calamities and cannot, is he infinite in power ? He does 
not save all men from these things which we strive so hard 
to save each other from. Yet I suppose he is infinite in 
power and goodness. But this very learned interrogatory 
can be applied to the 'hell of which my friend speaks in this 
life. If God would save all mankind from punishment in 
this world but cannot, is he infinite in power '? If he can 
save all men from punishment in this world but will not, is 
he infinite in goodness ? Well, it is certain that he does not 
save all men from punishment in this life. Will Universa- 
lists, therefore, dare call in question his infinite power or 
goodness ? If they do, I shall not. I would much sooner 
question their judgment of what infinite wisdom ought to do. 

Now, if my friend had any additional arguments to offer 1 
should be glad to hear them. Let him bring forward his ar- 
guments in due time, that I may have a fair opportunity to 
reply to them. I do not wish to follow him over and over the 
same things every speech, but I wish him to advance to 
something new. If he does not, 1 shall proceed to state his 
arguments and make my replies, and let him work his way 
the best way he can. If he will instance a single point in 
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which I have not made a sufficient I'eply, it shall have my 
special attention hereafter. I hope he will get m a good hu- 
mor, and come on like a man in his next speech. And if he 
runs out before his time is out, a* he did before, he can read 
Paige's garbled extracts from Dr. Clarke, &c.,and repeat his 
arguments over again. [ Time expired.] 



MR. MANFORD^S fourth SPEECH.- 



Respected Audience : 

Mr. Franklin told you in his last speech that I preach " a 
salvation from sin in a world where there is no sin." I must 
be allowed to say the gentleman is mistaken ! I preach no 
such doctrine ! To use his own classic language, "I have 
never been quite so green as to preach such a salvation !" 

Because I say that mankind, m the future world, will enjoy 
a salvation or freedom from sin, as well as from other evils^to 
which they are now liable, he thinks I teach a salvation from sin 
in that world ; and he cannot see how this can be when there 
is no sin there to be saved from! The difficultyjwith my friend 
is he has got the matter so confused in his mind that he cannot 
understand a plain proposition! I instanced a case of insanity 
and asked him how a man who lived and died insane could 
be, in the future world, saved from insanity ? The man, he 
must admit, will l)e saved from inianity—yeX there is no in- 
sanity in the future world ! He laughs at the idea, and saya 
he is "not green enough to preach such a salvation," Very 
well ; preacn it or not, he believes it ! 

I teU the gentleman once for all — ^men are saved from this 
world into the next; consequently from all the evils of this 
world — sin included. Not saved from sin in the uexl world,^ 
for there iano sin there to be saved from •, — -^^A aacs^^V^v "^^ 
12 
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world from the fein of this, and from all the evils "that flesh U 
heir to." "He that is de*ad is freed from sin ;** and " when 
they shall ri»e from the dead" they shall be ** as the angels 
in Heaven,"— saved from all the evils of mortality, and from 
death itself, "which is the last enemy." I hope the gentle- 
man now understands whatl mean by a "salvation from sin/' 

Mr. F. thinks that I would make out a contradiction be- 
tween Matthew and Luke In their account of Christ's conver- 
sation with the Sadducees. Here the gentleman is mistaken 
again ! I do not believe they contradict each other ; but 1 
will tell you what it is, my friends, Mr. Franklin cannot make 
out his case, without at the same time making a contradiction 
between these two evangelists. The only chance he has is on 
the ground that Luke contradicts Matthew ! No doubt he 
would like to throw the responsibility upon me ; but I will not 
allow him to do this. 

He says, ."I found my whole argument," drawn from Mat- 
thew 22 : 30, upon the position that Christ alluded to the res« 
urrection of " all the dead;" but this fact he thinks I cannot 
prove! Strange, indeed! To what resurrection did the 
Savior allude if not to the resurrection of all the dead? Is it 
not the same resurrection for which Paul hoped — "a resur- 
rection both of th0 just and the unjust ?" — and which he 
taught in his letter to the Corinthians^ — "as in Adam all die, 
even so in Christ shall all he made alive V\ Is it not the same 
resurrection, or blessing, which God promised to Abraham, 
through his seed, which is Christ, saying — "in thee and in 
thy seed shall all ^he nations, families, and kindreds of the 
earth be blessed? "If the gentleman thinks not, let him show it. 

The Sadducees said : "Therefore, in the resurrection, 
whose wife shall she be of the seven ?" What did they mean 
by "the resurrection ?" Did they not allude to the resurrec- 
tion of all the dead ? Christ answers them— "In the resur- 
rection they neither marry nor are given in marriage." What 
does he mean by "they," unless it be all the dead ? Are not 
"all the dead" to be included in the resurrection ? 

Suppose Christ only meant a part of the dead — that in the 
resurrection of a part of the dead, they would neither mar- 
ry nor be given in marriage— would this have answered thef 
Sadducees? What did they know about a partial resurree- 
fioa / If Christ only meant a part q^ \\i.q ^^^<^>^\i\t^ 'ijpttv 
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was it I Aad how did the Sadducees know i Did he mean 
the righteous 1 Then perhaps the Sadducees meant the 
wicked ! So his answer did not meet their question ! If 
this were the case, he should have said " in the resurrec- 
tion of the righteous f^ but if he had said so, it would not have 
answered them, for they did not ask in relation to the resuV'^ 
rection of the righteous. They said, " in the resurrec- 
tion " whose wife shall she be t — meaning as much the 
resurrection of the wicked as of the righteous. And if 
Christ did answer their question, (and who will doubt it ?) 
then he said '^ in the resurrection,** the wicked as well as the 
righteous, "will neither marry nor be given in marriage, 
but " — both wicked and righteous — ^** will be as the angels of 
God ia Heaven." Consequently, they will be ** holy and 
happy." 

"But the very next verse shows that the Savior could not 
have meant a partial resurrection. He continues : " But as 
touching the resurrection of the dead, have you not read " 
dtc. What does " the resurrection of the dead " mean, un- 
less it be the resurrection of all the dead ? The gentleman 
•ays he don't know but it may mean ** all the dead," but he 
wants me to prove it I My friends, have I not proved it over 
and over again ? The text itself proves it ! What more 
proof does my opponent want ? The fact is, he is disposed 
to quibble about trifles, in order, if possible, to shun the force 
of my argument, and divert your attention from the subject! 
He wants me to " come down upon a level with him !" My 
friends, I must be excused from doing so, until he is disposed 
to pursue a more honorable course. 

1 rely on Matthew's account because he was an immediate 
diseiple of ^our Savior, and was probably present at the time 
the conversation took place between Christ and the Sadducees. 
Luke was not ; and he most likely obtained his account from 
third persons, for it is not at all probable that he was present. 
Mark's account also agrees with Matthew's. Besides ^his, 
Matthew wrote much earlier than Luke. The probability is, 
that Matthew relates the conversation just as it took place, 
word for word, neither more nor less ; while it kiequally proba- 
ble that Luke relatesit in quite different words fi^m what were 
used by our Savior. But unless we say x\;\«i Vi^ ycw^^ta >!ei^ 
mio0 M9 Matthew f we mstk^ out a couxxa!i\cuoTv\ ^\A\ i^ii\ 



180 THEOLOGICAL DlSCtJSSlOfl . 

not be surprised if Mr. Franklin attempts thisi for it is his 
only chance. Matthew's account teaches the " resurrection " 
and happiness of all, as clearly as it does the resurrection 
and happiness of any. Mark that ! 

In trying to avoid the force of my aYgument on this text, 
Mr. Franklin took the position that the phrases — '< neither 
can they die any more " — ** all live unto God " — ** children 
of God " — " equal unto the angejs," &c., only meant wi- 
married ! This position he has now abandoned ; but denies 
that our Savior was speaking of all the dead I He might as 
well deny that he was speaking of any of the dead ! 

His quibble about the tense in the phrase *' all live unto 
him," don't amount to any thing. Christ only meant to 
teach that those whom we call dead, are notyin reality, dead 
— ^thatthey are still living — for " all live unto him." They 
have only passed into another existence. " For of him, and 
through him, and to him, are all things." It is useless for 
my opponent to try to get round my argument on this pasr 
sage. He may change ground, and take as many positions 
as he pleases; his efforts will prove unavailing, and will 
only involve him in difficulty. I tell him again that his only 
chance is to come out and say that Luke contradicts Mat- 
thew, and teaches a partial resurrection ! Let him do this, 
and 1 will attend to him. 

What if I have said the death spoken of in Rom. 6, is a 
moral death ? Why, says Mr. F., in that case it would only 
prove a moral resurrection. Very well — this is all I have 
contended for. If all enjoy a moral resurrection — ^if all are 
" made righteous " by Christ, all will be holy and happy ; 
and this is just what the passage teaches. 

My friends, there is one thing I wisluyou to notice particu- 
larly, and that is this : Mr. Franklin will not ted you what 
is meant by the word ^' creation," in the 8th of Romans. 
No, he will never tell you, nor even give you a hint, what 
it means J Why is this? You will observe he is careful 
not to deny that it refers to rational beings, but only denieis 
that it means all mankind. He dare not deny that it means 
intelligent beiogs, for this, he knows, would not. do ; but he 
has not candor enough to admit it. 

The fact that the " creation " or " creature," is said to be 
exercised wixli an •* earnest exytcx«.uo\i'^---\o ^'^ \x«s^ \a. 
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pain ''—to " wait for the manifestation of the Sons of God['' 
— to "groan,'* and to " hope," is sufficient to convince any 
man of sense that the term creation means rational and in' 
telligent beings. And I have no doubt but my friend here 
is very well convinced of this fact. But he dare .not admit 
it ; for if he should, that moment he would yield the whole 
point. For you will notice that ** the whole creation " ift 
mentioned, which is equivalent to **the whole intelligent' 
creation," or the whole human family. And this " whole 
creation," you will recollect, is "waiting for the adoption," 
and is to be " delivered from the bondage of corruption, 
into the glorious liberty of the children of God." But Mr. 
Franklin will neither deny nor affirm, on this point; for to * 
do either would be ruinous to him. You see, my friends, 
the difficulty in which he is- placed. Was ever man in a 
more sad predicament 1 In contemplating his most unenvia- 
ble position, it is difficult to tell whether -it were better to 
laugh or to pity ! We might smile at his. extreme unwit- 
Hngness to give us his opinion in regard to this word ; and 
ive might pity' when we reflect that he cannot do this without 
cither admitting what would be/atal to his cause, or involv- 
ing himself in still greater difficulties ! 

But he seems to think he can escape all these difficulties, 
by referring to other portions of *this chapter. 

But this will not do. I believe every word of the chapter. 
Let* him meet my argument fairly, or acknowledge that he 
cannot do it. He will probably tell you that it is not his place 
to give you the meaning of the word "creation." Then let 
Mm adopt my definition ! I have told you what the word 
means ; and if he is not satisfied with my definition, let him 
tell yirhat it does mean. This he is bound to do— or else hold 
his peace ? But, as I have already said, he will not give us 
any definition of this word ; he is altogether non-committal ! 

I have told you, my friends, that the word "creation," in 
the 8th of Rom., means intelligent creatures ; this, Mr. Frank- 
lin dare riot deny. I also affirm that it means mankind — the 
whole human family ; this, he dare not admit. Will he be 
so good as to tell us in his next speech what kind of intelli- 
gent creatures it does mean — and how many ? Perhaps he 
wi3J say, as did Mr, Hall, that it means \nfan\.s\ ^*^V^ ^'Kt^ 
to take this ground I No, it is is too c\i\\4ts\\\ \^^^^ \^ ^ ^- 



16t THEOLOaiCAL DIBCUSSIOIT. 

lennma, and one that has horns, not long ^ars; horns, toe^t 
that must eventually gore my friend most prodigiously ! 

My friends, I tell you now, Mr. Franklin is "a used up man" 
on the 8th of Komans ! He has made a signal failure, as all 
may see from his last speech. He has referred to several 
passages, to show that '^creation" don't mean **all man- 
kind I" But what passage has he referred to where the 
whole creation occurs ? Not one ! nor can he find one, ex- 
cept the passage under consideration. I have admitted that 
the word ktisiSf translated **creature and "creation,'* does 
not necessarily and always mean the */ whole human family;*' 
but here we have the whole creation. The strongest p^oof 
he has offered — and I leave you to judge how strong Ihat is— 
is simply this : "I deny that there is a word or a phrase in 
this chapter that means 'all mankind.' " This is his proofi 
Well, it is the best he could do. The "whole creation," my 
friends, cannot mean less than "all mankind ; of this, I have 
no doubt, Mr. Franklin is aware. If, then, it doea not mean 
"all mankind," it means more; so that "all mankind" are in- 
cluded in* it. And the "whole creation" is to be "delivered 
from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty (^ 
the children of God*^ — consequently, "all inankind" will en- 
joy this deliverance. 

He has as signally failed ^n the 5th of Bomans, as he has 
on the 8th. 1 called on him particularly to pay some atten- 
tion to the 19th verse of that chapter, as I placed great reli^ 
ance upon it : "For as by one man's disobedience, many 
were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many 
be made righteous." The many in the one case is just as 
extensive as in the other — both being the same in the oi^ginal. 
He ^as passed this matter in silence! 

His effort on the 15th of 1 Cor., is not a whit better ! He 
first admitted that Paul, in. the 22d verse, taught a resurrection 
of all mankind ; but he has changed ground again, and now 
says that none but Christians are to be made alive ! WeU, 
then, none but Christians die in Adam ; for all that die in 
Adam are to be made alive in Christ. 

The gentleman makes himself quite ridiculous in talking 
about Christ being the place where mankind are to be made 
alive! I have never said that Christ was the ^lace where 
th^y are to be made alive ! If \ve caxi cottv^x^etA \vcp« iji^ 
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mAQkiiid can die in Adam without Adam being the place 
where they die^ — without their being, soul and body, in hirti, 
literally ajad personally — he can perhaps see how they can be 
made «dive in Christ, without; Christ being the place where 
they are to be made alive ! It makes "Adam the place where 
all die I'^ What contemptible nonsense I Does he not know 
that all men die io. Adam ? Does not the apostle say so 1 — 
What is meant bv dying in Adam ? Not dying in him, liter- 
ally and personally, surely ! They die in Adam , that is, in 
the image of Adam — in the fleshly, mortal, and earthy nature; 
"as is the earthy, (Adam,) suchjEilso are they that are eaithy" 
— so, in Christy that is, in the image of him, **the heavenly," 
in the spiritual, immortal and heavenly nature, shall all be 
made alive. The word **in," my friends, has no reference to 
place ; it means the state or condition in which all are to be 
raised. I care not whether it denote the condition or the 
means — whether i4 means in Christ, or by Christ — the result 
will be the same. All that die in or by Adam, or in the earthy 
nature, are to be made alive in or by Christ, or in the 
heavenly nature. ' T4ie apostle teaches the resurrection of 
all mankind; this, Mr. Franklin has admitted, and I shall 
hold him to it. But he could not help admitting it, for if Paul 
does not teach a universal resurrection, then not only is that 
doctrine not taught in the Bible, but no language can be framed 
that would teach it f And just so sure as all will be raised 
from the dead, so sure will all be "in Christ," or "bear the 
image of the heavenly." 

My friend's quibble that none will be made alive in Christ 
but those who die in him or who get into him in this world, is 
scarcely worth noticipg. He don't believe a word of it him- 
self! Besides, if he did, it would be answer enough to tell 
him that the apostle is against him. Instead of saying that 
those only who die in Christ shall be made alive in him, he 
says those who die in Ad am, shall be made alive in Christ !— * 
Thus you see, Paul flatly contradicts the gentleman 1 

I referred to the fact that men are said to be "in Christ," and 
to "put on* Christ," &c., in this world, in order to, show that 
there was such a thing as being in Christ, without being in 
him literally, or without understanding it in the ridiculous 
sense of place ! What does Mr. Franklin uudetatawd b^ ^^- 
jjjg in Christ "^ tHs world t Does he \\\\nkCVvm\.\aSJv\^ -^1^^^ 
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'where they are ? I have never advocated the absurd" doctrine, 
my friends, that in order to be tpade alive in Christ, we must 
first get into him in this life. I know that Christians are said 
to be "in Christ,'* to be "new creatures,'* &c., but this does 
not entitle them lo the resurrection state, or the joys of that 
world ; they are amply rewarded in this world. It is enough 
for me to know that I bear the image of Adam, to be assured 
that I shall be made alive in the image of Christ 1 — "For as 
we have borne the image of the earthy, we shall also bear 
the image of the Heavenly." 

Perhaps I have said enough on this subject. You see, my 
friends, that the gentleman is *€wamped' here. He made a 
very lame effort in his last ; but what better could he do ? — 
"It is hard to kick against the goads!" I am inclined to 
think that the less he says on the subject, the better it will be 
for him. I will not press him further on this point, but will 
now attend to what he says in reference to the proof-texts in- 
-troduced in my last. 

The passage which declares that "the spirit shall return to 
God who gave it," he passes, by simply saying that it "does 
not say what for, whether to be judged, or saved or what?' — 
True enough ; and in the absence of any such information, 
we have a right to conclude that it is "to be saved," or to be 
happy. The text says it shall return to God who gave it ; 
consequently it must have been with him before. Was it hap- 
py or miserable before it came from God? If happy, then 
will it be happy when it returns to him again. 

The passage in Rom. 11 : 36, declares that "of him, and 
through him, and to him, are all things," but as it "does not 
say what for," Mr. Franklin says he "presumes" it is to be 
judged! No, my friends, he does'nt. "presume" any such 
thing ! He knows better. He knows that Paul was not 
wont to speak in this way when he had any reference to the 
subject of judgment. I "presume," my friends, that you 
will hardly "presume" that this, is what the apostle meant 
when he said that " to Him aie all things — to whom be glory 
forever ! " The most rational "presumption" is, that "all 
things" will return to God ta be happy. 

Christ says he will draw all men unto him. But this Mr. 
Franklin thinks means tha\ he yj\\\ dx^v? ^\\ vc\^w wwto him 
to be judged ! Wonder if he reaW^ ^oe^ \\\\wV ^Q^ 'XV^ 



UNIVERSAL SALVATION. 186 

time was when none came to Christ except tKoso drawn by 
the Father : ** No man can come to me, except the Father 
which hath sent me, draw him." Jno. 6: 44. Were they 
drawn to him to be judged 1 No, for he had just said (verse 
37,) *'him that comeih to me, I will in no wise cast out."— 
But it was soon to be different. Christ was to be **lifted up 
from the earth" — was to be crucified — and exalted to the 
right hand of the Father, a Prince and a Savior, He was 
then to draw men unto him- — and not only meiif but all men. 
"And I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men 
\into me." Do you think he will do this, my friends, \ti or- 
der to judge them ? I "presume" not. 

Eph. 1 : 10, he thinks does nothing for my proposition. — 
Still he admits that it asserts the gathering together of "all 
things in Christ.-* He says he "must hold me to my rule," 
viz., that "in Christ" means the justified. I have said, my 
friends, that to.be in Christ is to be in a justified state or con- 
dition, and if this is what he calls my "rule," I am willing to 
be held to it. But the great difference between the gentle- 
man and myself, is this : while I understand the apostle to 
mean just what he says, viz., that all shall be made afive in 
Christ, and that all things shall be gathered together in him 
he understands — or pretends to understand — him to mean 
that all that are in Christ shall be made alive in Christ ! and 
all that are in him shall be gathered together in him ! This 
is the way he affects to understand these passages, and argues 
as though I understood theni in the same way; and then pre- 
tends to wonder that T should think they favor my proposi- 
tion ! He knows better. I tell him now, what he already 
knows, that 1 understand Paul to mean, in 1 Cor. 15: 22, 
the same as if he had said, "All mankind shall be made 
alive, and not only made alive^ but made alive in Christ ;" 
and in Eph. 1 : 10, the same as if he had said, "All things 
(or intelligences) shall, in the fullness of times, be gathered 
together, and not only gathered together, but gathered to- 
gether in Christ." And I now tell him furthermore, to stop 
misrepresenting me on this point, and to do it immediately, 
for I will not allow it any longer ! Whether his view or mine 
be correct, is another question, and is for you to decide ; but 
for him to stand up here and persist in mlMX^ tav^xe^t^'awsN.- 
Ing me, and trying to father upon me \\\a sWVy , ^«^^> ^sA 
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ridiculous iaterpretatipiis of ecripture, is what I cannot aod 
will not allow I I am in earnest, and hope the gemleman 
understands me so. 

He next says I am ''coming out blu annihllationist ! ^* 
And why so ? Because I said ** none will be raised out of 
Christ, but all in hfm." And is a man an annihilationist be- 
cause he believes all will be raised in Christ ? My friends, 
were I to talk as Mr. Franklin did on this subject, I should 
feel that YOU would be perfectly justified in saying that I bad 
made a U)ol myself ! I do not say that he has done so ; nor 
would I have vou understand that I think so— but were I to 
do so I should feel myself justly obnoxious to the charge ! 

Thegendeman will tell you, to be in Christ is to be a "new 
creature "-^that it means a justified state. I have admitted 
this, and have showed you that all are eventually to be in 
Christ for all are to be made alive in him. The gentleman 
dare not admit that all will be made alive in Christ ; lor he 
knows to do this would be equivalent to admitting that dl 
will be "justified" — holy and happy. He admits there will 
be a resurrection of all mankind, but denies that any 
will be "made alive in Christ," but such as are in him, i. e. 
get into him in this life. To meet him here I have said that 
"none will ever be raised out of Christ," and I repeat it ! I 
assert it, my friends, here, and in the face of the world—' 
" none will ever be raised from the dead out of Christ ! " 
The Bible knows of no resurrection out of Christ ! If ever a 
mortal man — mortal now, but then immortal — is raised from 
the dead, it will be in Christ, " I am the resurrection and 
the life," said the Savior. " God has given to us eternal life, 
and this life is in his Son." The Bible, I repeat, knows of 
no resurrection out of phrist. Will all mankind be raised 
from the dead ? Then will all be immortal and happy — for 
all shall be made alive in Christ. 

Mr. Franklin thinks, " according to this doctrine a man 
must be in Christ in order to secure a resurrection from the 
dead." Not so. He must be "in Adam" — this is all the 
title he needs " to secure a resurrection from the dead." I 
wish the gentleman could understand me ! 1 repeat it, my 
friends, and may you never forget it ; 71071 e icill ever be rais* 
ed from the dead out of Christy but all will be raised in 
Aim / 
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Mr. Fraaklm iiitroduoes Isa. 45 .\ 23, 24, and Phil. 2 : 9-r 
11, as proof- texts for me. The gentleman is certainly very 
kiad ; but I will inform him that 1 can attend to my own bu- 
siness ! I can introduce my own proof-texts ! I feel under 
no obligations to pay any attention to them ; still I will re- 
mark that they fall far short of proving what he intended. I 
tell him I do not carry these passages beyond the resurrec- 
tion. They are to be fulfilled within Christ's reign. Though 
Paul says >' we must all stand before the judgment seat of 
Christ " and refers to the passage in Isa. to prove it, there is 
nothing said in opposition to the final salvation of all Dcian- 
kind. Christ's judgment seat does not extend beyond the 
resurrection ! Let the gentleman bear this in mind. 

My opponent having^got tired of debating with me, has lit 
upon a ^^Unirersalist Tract," and has joined issue with that<l 
I have no doubt, if he will give the tract a fair chance, but 
he will find himself beat again ! But as I have matters of 
more importance to attend to, I shall not interfere in the dis- 
pute, but will proceed to introduce some more evidence ifi 
favor of the projposition that all mankind will eventually be 
made holy and nappy. 

^* For as much then as the children are partakers of flesh 
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the san^e ; 
that through death he might destroy him that hath die pover 
of death, that is, the devil ; and deliver them, who, thrpugh 
fear of death, were all their lifetime subject to bondage." — 
Heb. 2 : 14, 16. 

Here we are told in the first place, that the devil is to be 
destroyed ! And not only so, but *Hhe children," the parta* 
kers of "flesh and blood," are to be delivered from that 
"bondage" which results from a *rfearof death." How well 
this corresponds with the 8th of Romans. ' The whole cita- 
tion shall be "delivered" from the "bondage" of corruption, 
into the glorious liberty of the children of God. i hese 
passages are undoubtedly parallel. But notice — "deliver 
them who through fear of death, were all their lifetime, sub- 
ject to bondage." Why subject to bondage through fear 
of death ? Because they feared there was no life beyond 
death — :or if a life, then a miserable one; they were in 
doubts and in fears. The gospel , when cottecxX^ \M!Afex^\aKA^ 
and believed, deJivera men from th\a \iOTA«c|gfts ^^i^ ^^«* 



of death *, for they see a bright immortality ahead — aotonly 
for ihem«e1ves, but for all that partake of "flesh arid blood," 
all that *'die in Adam," for all mankind. And not <m\y 
so, but Christ is to deliver them, who were all their lifetime 
subject to bondage. This then reaches beyond their "life- 
time." Yes, all who were subject to bondage all their life- 
time, and who died in this "bondage," are to be * 'delivered" 
—and delivered, too, into the glorious liberty of the children 
of God r - 

' I must a^in refer to the 16th of 1 Cor. Thte 26th verse 
is so much to the point, that I must quote it here. "The last 
fcnemy, death, shall be destroyed." My friends, Mr. 
Franklin has been trying to make y<>u belieVe there is 
a worse and greater enemy beyond death. Bat death is the 
lAst enertiy of man, and that is to be destroyed 1 And when 
is it to be destroyed ? At the resurrection. Death 6an only 
be ^desti-oy ed when "swallowed up in victory," when all shall 
triumph over it — when the last child of mortality shall 
be raised from the dead. This will be at the general resur- 
rection — ^when all who* have died in Adam., shall be niade 
alive .in Christ. And recollect, death is the last enemy ! 
There is'to be no enemies beyond the resurrection — ^neither 
of God nor man. No sin — no sufferihg — no devil to tor- 
teentl The devil, as we have just seen, is also to be 
deetroyerf^ — but this will be before) death is destroyed, foV 
death is the last enemy ! Sin is destroyed at death — ioaid 
death, which is the last enemy, will be destroyed at the re^ 
urrection f Remember this, my friends, for it is of itself, a 
pilFar in our rnost holy faiih — firm as the rock of ages ! 

One more passagei and I am done. 1 allude to the 
passage in Revelations, (6: 13,) where John caught a view 
in the far distant future, of the final triumph of the Redeemer, 
of the "restitution of all things." Hear him. "And every 
creature which is in heaven, and on the earth, and under the 
earth, and such as^ are in the sea, and all that are in 
them, heard I saying, blessing, and honor, and glory, and 
power, be unto Him that siteth upon the throne, and unto the 
Lamb, forever and ever." 

[Time expired.^ 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S FOURTH REPLY. 



Mk. Chairman: 

V. 

I should think myself imposing on the good judgmeni 
of this respectable audience, should I intimate such a thing, 
as that they would be liable to look upon the. speech you 
have just heard, as containing any argument. I had taken 
the gentleman's arguments so completely out of his hands^ 
that he saw no possible chance to redeem them, or tasav^ 
himself from a most manifest discomfiture. Finding himself 
in this predicameht, Jie seemed at times to get into per- 
fect paroxysms of wrath, and could scarcely -refrain from 
calling me a fool. Now, there was something in that 
evil spirit manifested in his last speech, thc^ I do not so well 
know how to reconcile with one branch of his doctrine. Hd 
believes^ you know, that men are* punished for all their 
sijids, in this life, and that they get their reward, whether 
it be good or bad, as they pass along. He also, believes ihat 
ho is a minister of Christ, and that he is naw contending 
for the faith once delivered to the Saints,, and that I am 
a preacher of false doctrine, and that too, one of the worst 
and most damnable of all the false doctrines ever preached. 
Well, you know that the curse of God^ is upwa the 
pireacher of any other doctrine than that preached by the 
apostles, and that if any man adds to or takes away from 
that doctrine, the plagues of the book shall be added to him 
or' his part taken out of the book of life. Well, now if 
all this comes to pass in this life-^if all this punishment 
falls upon a man as he goes along, and if I am the preacher 
of false doctrine upon whom it falls, I can assure yo^, 
that it is quite a comfortable hell, and that I enjoy my- 
8€rlf exceedingly well. But if my friend is now r^eceivingahe 
reward of the righteous, it is strange that he is not more 
happy I If I should become so confused and pej^lexed 
as he did, in his last speech, I should look upon it as 
any thing else but happiness. I do not wish to make the im- 
pression that Mr, M. is a bad inaa by this,. for I do not 



190 TH£0L061GAt DISCUSSIOIC. 

believe I could restrain myself any better than he does, weifo 
I in the same predicament. 

The gentleman still keeps trying to explain his salvation 
from sin in a world where there will be no sin ; but 
every efibrt he makes, only makes the matter worse. H« 
said he had never been so greea aa to preach salvation from 
sin in the coming world. But not twenty words afterwards, 
ke -contends that man will enjoy a salvation from sin in 
the future world. Thus you see, that in one breath he is not 
so green as la preach such doctrine, and in the next, be says 
he believes it ! According to this, he is not so green as 
to preach what he believes. Now if I should accuse him of 
thiSf as he has now accused himself, he would talk in as de- 
termined language as he did in his last speech, when 
he declared that he would not stand it. 

Being saved from sin, with him, is the same as being 
saved from insanity. But I deny that any one is saved 
from insanity in the world to come. There is no in- 
sanity in that world to be saved from. Men have been 
saved from it in this world, but insanity is not a disease of the 
sou), but of the body, and consequently, the death of the 
body terminates it ; but sin is ^ disease of the soul or spirit, 
and consequently, the death of the body does not termin- 
ate it ! 

He quoted the words, ^'He that is dead is freed froitf 
sin." — Rpm. 6: 7, to prove tl^at man is saved from sin after 
death.^ But the apostle is not 'speaking of the death of 
the body in that passage. The Roman brethren with 
the apostle himself, were dead i#i the eense in whiohhe there 
speaks. At the 5th verse he says, "If we have been planted 
together in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the 
likeness of his resurrection." The apostfe and his brethren 
then had been planted together, in the likeness of the death 
of Jesus, but their bodies were still living. By referring to 
the 4th verse, you will see that ^ey were not o^ly dead with 
him^but had been buried with him, and raised u|» to walk in 
a new life. They were then living in body, walking in a new 
lile» but ''dead indeed unto sin," as expressed in the Udi 
verse. It is no trouble for my Meod to decide that the death 
of the body or literal death, (^ Tim. 4: 1,) is )^ritual death, 
0tnd tbuB, when h% cotom to KorasA ^\ l^v^ ^x^%«xk4KM9^^a, 
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he now says, we are "not saved from sin in the next world, 
(qy there is no sin there to be saved from," he has given up 
the whole ground, and admitted tha the has no salvation from 
sin, for we all know that all men are not saved from sin in this 
world. If then, all are not saved from sin in this world, as ♦ 
he must admit, and if they are "not saved from srn in the next 
world," as he itow states, they must be saved in their sins or 
not saved at all. The gentleman must have patience with me 
— I cannot understand this doctrine ! ! Aiid what is worse, I 
am certain no one else understands it, for there is no under- 
standing to it. 

Mr. Manford denies making Matthew and Luke contradict 
each other; but I ask t"he audience what was the meaning of 
his argument in the last speech, to try to prove thai- Matthew 
had a bettisr opportunity to state the language of the Savior 
correctly than Luke 1 Was it not to offer some apology for 
some mistake on the part of Luke ? He need not make any 
such apologies for me, for I do not believe they contradict 
each other; but it appears how that he does, and he is inclined 
t^ palm the blunder on Luke, and defend Matthew, as he had 
the best opportunity to know that he told the truth ! T had 
thought one inspired man had as good an opportunity to know 
the truth as another, and also to know that he told the truth ! 
But if they were liable to be mistaken,! do not see how he is to 
prove his proposition from them! If he intends to deny the cor- 
rectness of what these writers say, I do not see what he refer- 
red to them for. It is true, Luke says, he ^^h&d perfect under ^ 
standing of aU things from the very first ,"* but Mr. M. has 
now decided the case that he was mistaken, for Matthew had 
the best chance to know that he was right. Why did the 
gentleman quote Luke at all? If Luke had only left out that one 
expression, "they that shall be accounted worthy to obtain 
that world," all would have been well. 

I do not know that I ever saw any one so completely dis- 
armed as the gentleman wias when he approached the passa- 
ges to which I have just referred. He wanted to prove some- 
thing, and could hardly tell what ! He asserted and re-as- 
serted, emphasized and strained his lungs, as if determinetl 
to make you believe him, whether he could prove his dectrine 
ornoti But did he make any one be\\e\^ \5a»X ^^ "Orss^ "^^ 
sbtJI be accounted worthy, ^^ means aft raMskAXi^*^ KtA. ^^ 
ie offer my (wgumeat to prove \Xl I thvxvk TioX, 
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Mr. Manford, notwithstanding all his bluster about misrep- 
•entation, has asserted in every speeeh, substantially, as he has 
in this, that I have taken the '*position that the phrases— 
'neither can they die any more' — ^*all live unto God' — *equal 
unto the angels,' dsc, only meant unmarried /" To this I 
have hitherto made no reply, as I expected he would continue 
to repeat it over an$l over again ; and even now, it is scarcely 
necessary, for there is no person present who does not know 
that I have taken no such position. I have said, and still say, 
that the point of comparison before the Savior^s mind, when 
he uttered the worda ''but are as the angels of God in hea- 
ven," simply joonsisted in this, Ibatthey neither marry nor 
are giv^n in marriage. 1 do not say they shall not be like 
the angels in any other respect, but I say that was the point 
^e^ Savior spoke to in that passage, and that I am not cor- 
rect, he has not and cannpt show. I maintain, as I have done 
all the time, that the simple expression that "in the resurrec- 
tion they neither marry nor are given in marriage, biit are as 
the angels of God in heaven," does not say it meana, nor 
can i]t prove, that all ^mankind will be holy and happy in 
heaven. 

Mr. Manford is now to confine himself to Matthew, as he 
allows he hasgiv^n the words of the Savior precisely as they 
were delivered. He therefore has nothing to do with the 
words, "all live unto him,*' as Matthew does not record them, 
but simply remarks, "God is not the God of the dead, but of 
the living." His proofs then, is narrowed down to the prom- 
i»e, that "in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given 
in marriage, but are as -the angels of God in heaven," and 
that "God is not the God of the dead, but of the living." — 
This is the language that he quotes te prove that all man- 
kind will be finally holy and happy. If he has not utterly fail- 
ed on this passage^ I am at a loss to know how any one could 
fail. As he has attempted no proof that "they that shall be 
accounted worthy" includes ail mankind, it is unnecessary 
that I should say anything about it, further than simply to 
say that " they that shall be accounted worthy" does not 
mean all the dead, and these were the persons in the resur- 
rection that Luke spoke of, and we have no evidence that 
Matthew spoke of any others. 
, Mr, MMfori now admUa tVi^iX ^^le \a i^^Xix^x^ i:%vart%<^- 
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tion spoken of in Eomans 5, and has taken the position that 
the death there spoken of was moral death, and the resurrec- 
tion from it only, a moral resurrection. To be morally dead 
is to be in a state of sin, and a resurrection from it is a con- 
version from a state of sin; and as we hare no account of 
any conversibns from a state of sin, only in this life, it all|be- 
longs to this life. And if the juistification or salvation spoken 
of in this passage is all in thi»life,{ cannot see how it proves 
that all mankind will-be fiaally holy^and happy, for surely all 
men are not holy and . happy in this life! But if this moral 
resurrection or conversiottis not in this life, then men go into 
the eternal state sinners, and there- will be sin in thiat workl 
after all. , • * . ^ 

,B<|I if men are^ justified and made righteous ^y a moral 
resurrection ot conversion in this life, I cannot See how they 
will be made holy and happy in the resuri«eetion. Universa- 
lists have heretofore' made the 5th of Romans an<i the t6th 1 
Corinthians parallel passages; but my- friend, on this occasion, 
has strayed off, and contends that ene is a moral death and 
a moral resurrection, and that the other is a literal death and 
a Ulbral resurrection ! Thia is ^at I call UniVersalism in 
an agony. This passage is now completely tind fairly given 
up, and proves nothkig for the gentleman. 

Mr. Manford insists, «ndimportiilfes, and begs that I should 
tell him what the word "crei^ure" (Rom. 9th) means. Why 
is he so anxious that I should tell hin^ what it means ? Of 
what use is it for me to tell what it means ? None under the 
sun, only to give him an opportunity to make a string of ob- 
jections, and thus furnish him something to sRiy, to get off 
from the trueiasue. He is aware that it is a passage that 
commentators are greatly divided about, and that I could 
scarc€iiy take any position that some one has not objected to; 
^d i1ie^wou)d begladto get me on the defence, while ho 
would «tand and make objections. But it is for him tq tell 
what i/ means; and if he does not do it, there is no proof in 
the passage. If I can show that it does not mean what he 
says it does, he is defeated, whether I know or tell what it 
does niean or not. This I have done triumphantly, and the 
objections I have made to his interpretations^ he lv%a ^^^'srAl. 
over with the silenoe of death, knowing iVi^kX vYie^ -^^t^ vcaajo.- 
ffwerable, I have shown that the word **cte^Vvxce."^'* o^i^Na^ Nsv 
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numerous iiistauces where it could not possibly mean till 
mankind. The words "every creature," in the commission, 
would be just as liable to include all mankind as the words 
"whole creation ;" yet, every reflecting mind will see that 
they do not include all mankind, for an immense number of 
mankind had died, others were infants and idiots^ all of whom 
were included in this "every creature" of the commission. 
Indeed, the words translated '| whole creation," Kom. 8 : 22, 
and "every creature," Mark 16: 15, are the same in Greek, 
and are translated precisely alike in some translations. Wby 
then need the gehdeman strain hi&lungs over and over the 
words "whole creation?" Do they prove anything more by 
repeating them over and oyer again ? 

But I need not go to any other passage to prove that the 
words " whole creation" do not mean all mankind. The 
very next verse proves that beyond the possibility of adoubc. 
Here are the words once more. " And not oiily they," (the 
whole creation) " but ourselves also, groan' within ourselves, 
wailing for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body." 
At verse 19, we have " the creature" and " ihe Sons of 
God," at v«rse 21, we have " the creature" and " children 
of God," and verses 22 and 28 we have " the whole crea- 
tion " and " not only they, but ourselves also," and still the 
gentleman thinks hard of me because I will not admit thai 
" creature " means all mankind. Not only so, but I have 
• showed him that ver^ 1 7 makes eternal salvation conditional. 
The apostle says, *^f children, then heirs ; heirs of God, 
and joint heirs with Christ : if so be that we suffer with him, 
that v)e may be also glorified together." 

When my friend, Mr. M., got those things before him, Iq 
his last speech,, he became confused, and began to tell ii^'hat 
a fix I was in, and exclaimed, " It is difficult to tell whether 
ii is better to laugh or to pity ! " 1 thought he was about to 
bay he did not know whether to laugh or to cry. But I sup- 
pose he will stir up the deep fountains of his soul, and look 
with pity on me, a poor blinded creature, that cannot be 
shown the error of my way, and saved from it by his lovely 
language. But I must confess that I want a religion that 
will keep me in a better humor than his does him. 

J have finally succeeded in mikvn^xVvegiKtvUeman heartily 
sick of his position relaiivQ xo. \\ve ^yjox^^ '^ Vxi C\wt\%\r ^^4. 
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HOW allows it is most ridiculous to talk of *' in Christ " being 
the place where all will be made alive. I am truly glad to 
hear him cry out so lustily. Well, if " in " does not mean 
place, what does it mean l He says, ^' it has no reference to 
the place ; it means the state or condition^ Well, then 
** in Adam '' meaps the state or condition. Who were in, 
this Adamic state ? He will answer, all mankind. Well, 
all who are in that state or condition die* Who are in Christ? 
The gentleman himself has quoted Galatians 3 : 27, as ap- 
plicable to the point. How does it read ? <* As many of 
you as have been baptised into Jesus Christ, have put on 
Christ." Now he has -made " in <]Jhri8t,'* in his proof text 
precisely the same as '* into Christ" in the passage just 
quoted, and has contended that it signifies a state of justifica- 
tion. Well, this state of justification or of being in Christ is 
in this life ; and if <* in Christ" in 1 Cor. 1 5: 22, means 
this state, the passage simply asserts that '< in Christ " — in 
this state — :'<^altshaU be made alive," and does not intimate 
any thing about any others, but those '^ in Christ " or in this 
state. And I will add ^further, that if <* in Christ " in that 
verse means in a justified state, there is not one word about 
the resurrection of any but the saints in thejpitssage. Now, 
I do not believe it tneans any such thing. Tile passage sim- 
ply asserts that '' as hy Adam all die, even so ly Christ all 
shall be made alive." But if he will have it that " in " there 
qualifies a state or relation, then the resurrection of not one 
soul is reffxced to in the text but thosa in that state or relation. 
The gentleman will conclude that it is ridiculous yet. 

IhavQ admitted, and still admit, that the apostle teaches a 
jreaurrection of all mankind ; but if he is right about the word 
in, he does not say one word about the resurrection of any, 
only those *' in Christ," in the whole chapter. He has denied 
the resurrection of anyout^f Christ, hence he must either 
be a soul-sleeper, or a destructionist, for if he is right in re- 
fering to Gal. 3 : 27, to show the meaning of '* in Christ," 
all mankind are not in him, and those not in him will not be 
raised. This is his own doctrine, not mine. I take no such 
positions, but run here he must, pr abandon his logic on the 
.words " in Christ." 

Mr. Manford says, he " referred to the fact that men bjc^ 
said to be * in Chriai/ and * to put 6u C\vn^x,' ^^.^'vcv. '^^ 
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world, in order lo show that there was such a thing as being 
• in Christ.^ " That is exactly the way I understood him, 
and in so doing, he has made " into Christ," Gal. 3 : 27, and 
••in Christ," 1 Cor. 16 : 22, parallel expressions — indeed, he 
has made them mean precisely the same thing, and conse- 
quently he will make out simply a salvation for those •• bap- 
tized into Christ," but even that is too large, for I deny that 
lill the ba|>tized will be saved. But what is worse for him, is 
th^ after making those *• baptized into Christ," the same as 
those "in Christ," 1 Cor. 15: 22, he denies the resurrec- 
tion of any out of Christ, thus denying the resurrection of 
any not baptized ! ! Now remember that this is not my po- 
sition, but simply Mr. Manford's, traced to its legitimate re- 
sults. My position is that'* into Christ," Gal. 3 : 27, is into 
a justified state or relation, arid that *' in Christ," 1 Cor. 15 : 
22, is by or through Christ ; but, so far as our argument is 
concerned, I do not care which way he takes it. This pas- 
sage is then literally taken from him. I was hot slirprised 
that the gentleman should talk about " kicking against the 
goads " — the goads were suggested to him by the sense of 
feeling. 

On the words, '* the spirit shall return to God who gave 
it," 1 remarked, in my last speech, that '* we are not in- 
formed what for ^whexher to be judged or saved, or what." 
Mr. M. says, '• True eriough ; and in the absence of any 
such information, we have a right to conclude that it is to be 
saved." I had thought the gentleman was trying to prove 
his doctrine, but in this, I find, I am mistaken, and in the 
absence of tlie proof, he has a right to concludexhax all will 
be saved ! Indeed I Where did he get such a right? Before 
I can get to make more than a single reference to this proof 
text, he gives it up, and admits that it does not say what we 
go to God for^ whether to be judged, saved,'t>r what, but he 
has a right to conclude that it is to be saved^ Yes, and this 
concluding that things are true without any evidence, has 
been the source of the gentleman's whole theory. 

Mr. Manford is not pleased that I should " presume,"that 
ihe tendency to God, is to be judged 1 will not then say •^* / 
presumey^ but 1 have'proved most clearly and triumphantly, 
while on my first proposition, to all who believe God's holy 
book, that all men will go to God, and that to be judged, and 
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that he has madfi nothing deserving the naoie of an offset to 
my argument, is well known in this assembly, without my 
repeating it. 

The same reply is applicable to the words, *' If I he lifted 
lip, 1 will draw all men unto me." Still he has enveloped 
himself in^ a dilemma on these words, that must not pass 
without notice. He makes the words, ** draw all men tinto 
me," and ** he that cometh to me, I will in no wise cast 
out," to be of synonymous import. Well, the latter clacise 
evidently has reference to coming to him \\\ this life , and if 
the former nieans the same, it is some kind of drawing to 
bin? in this life, and cannot prove that all men will be finally 
holy and happy. But there is a slight difference between 
drawing to him, and coming to him. I should greatly prefer 
to be of them who come to him. 

Most certainly do I admit the gathering together ** all 
things in Christ^^ But I do not admit th?it the words "gather 
together," mean " finally holy and happy," nor do I admit 
that " all thing* in Christ," includes those things not in 
Christ. Therefore the passage has no bearing on the ques- 
tion. Mr. M's position is, that in Christ here, and in first 
Corintnians 1 5 : 22, is in a justifie.d state. The passage, 
then, simply asserts the ^^ gathering together of all things in 
a justified state," and consequently proves nothing for him. 
His pretty language about my standing up and wilfully mis- 
representing him, &c., &c., is all understood in this commu- 
nity, and needs no especial comment from me. He says he 
is *' in earnest, and he hopes I will understand him so." Why 
does he give us this information at this stage in the debate? 
Has he not been in earnest till just now ? _Ij is to be hoped 
he will remain in earnest hereafter. 

After quoting Isa. 45 : 23, 24, and Phil. 2: 9, 10, all 
through the country, and especially in the Liberty debate, 
and applying it to the resurrection state, the gentleman now, 
circumscribes his application to the reign of Christ on earth 
because Paul applies his proof-text to *' the judgment seat of 
Christ." He now says, " it does not extend beyond the re- 
surrection!" Be it known then, and read of all men, that 
the oft quoted and long tried proof-text — the oath of God, is 
now given up, arid does not refer to the resurrection state ! 

The gentleman informs us that the devil is to be destroy- 
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ed. Well, let us enquire when the devil is to' be destroyed. 
lie will not say before the resurrection, but he will tell you 
when death is destroyed, which is to be at the resurrection. 
** The last enemy that shall bo destroyed is death.*' 1 Cor. 
15: 26. This will be at the resurrection. Well, the next 
thing to enquire into, is the question, what is the devil ? In 
a private conversation with me, the other evening, Mr. M«n- 
forH said, "the devil is a great scare-crow.^* But he is now 
exulting that a **^ great scarC'Crow^* shall be destroyed !— 
What an infallible evidence of the salvation of all mankind! 
But Universalists tell us sometimes that the Roman Gov- 
ernment was the devil — that Jodas was a devil — that Peter 
was a devil, &c., &c. Well, then, my friend exults that the 
Koman government, Judas, and the apostle Peter )ire to be 
destroyed at the resurrection ! ! Not only so, but he brings 
this forward as an evidence, that all men will be holy and 
happy ! 1 know that the hope of the gospel destroys the 
fear of death in the christian man, in this life, but I cannot 
see how that can prove that all mankind will be finally holy 
and happy] It says nothing about being finally holy and 
happy. But if it does not, he ** has a right to conclude*^ 
that all will be happy ! 

Mr. Manford does not like to believe that " there is a worse 
and a greater enemy than death." That is because he does 
not like to believe his Bible, for it speaks of "a sorer pun- 
ishment than death without merqy." 1 should like to hear 
him explain what that sorer punishment than death without 
mercy is! 

The gentleman has involved himself in a pretty predica- 
ment in quoting Rev. 5: 13. and applying it to the resurrec- 
tion state. When on the first proposition, he applied the 
holy city. New Jerusalem, wfeere all tears are to be wiped 
away, and no death, sorrow, or pain ever should come, to 
the church here on earth ; but now he allows that *• John 
caught a view of the distant future, of the final triumph of 
the Redeemer, of the * restitution of all things.* ** Very good. 
Let us read on and see what else John saw while he had 
that " view of the distant future." Just a few verses after, 
he says, " And the stars of heaven fell unto the earth, oven 
as a fig tree casteth her untimely figs, when she is shaken of 
a mighty wind : and the heavens departed as a scroll when 
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it is toSied together ; and every mountaia%nd island were 
moved out* of their places: and the kings of the earth, and 
the great men, and the rich men, and the chief captains, 
and the mighty men, 'and every bond man, and every free 
man, hid themselves in the dens and in the rocks of the 
mountains; and said to the mountains and the^ocks, Fall 
on us, and hide us from the face of him that sitteth upon the 
throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb; for the great day 
of his wrath is come : and who shall be able to stand." 

In this you have what followed immediately after what is 
described in the verse quoted by my friend. The verse quo- 
ted by him refers to the judgment seat of Christ, where ev- 
ery tongue shall coufesi), and then the opening of the seaU 
follow, quickly succeeded by the wonderful things spoken 
of in the quotation just made.. Jn his next speech, 1 shall 
expect him to try to bring-that ** distant future " which John 
saw, into this world. Every flounder he will make, like the 
horse in the mire, will only involve him deeper. 

Having now taken from Mr. Man ford every position he 
has taken, and even refuted his doctrine with his own proof 
texts, I shall proceed to quote a few passages from the infal- 
lible oracles of God, iis counter proof, which never were 
harmonized with Universalism and never can be. 

1 . ** Verily I say unto you, aH Hi ns -shall be forgiven un- 
to the sons of men, and blasphemies wherewithsocvcr they 
shall blaspheme : but he that shall blaspheme against the 
Holy Ghost hath never forgiveness, but is in danger of eter- 
nal damnation." Mark3:28, 29. 

This passage presents a case of transgresaion that ^^ hath 
never forgiveness," and if any are saved, guilty of this sin, 
they must be saved in sin, for if they are never forgiven, 
they are never delivered from sin. The passage bids defi- 
ance to all cavil, and I fear no attempt he will make or caji, 
make. It bids defiance to all human ingenuity to get round , 
over J or b^ it in any way. 

2. " What is a man profited, if he shall gain the wholo 
worldf and lose his own soul? or what shall a man give in 
exchange for his own soul 1 " Matt. 16 ; 25. 

The only attempt any man can make to escape the force 
of this passage, is to say that soul here means life. Accor- 
ding to this view of the subject, the first christians did wrong 
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in " not counting iheir lives deaf unto thewiselves," and es» 
pecially was it wrong for our Savior lo Bay, " Kxcept you 
nate your own life also, you are not worthy of me." And 
i may add, that it was extremely wrong for our- Savior ^o 
lay down his life of himself, for " what will it profit a man 
tclgain the whole world and lose his life ] " Even old Ste- 
phen, at this rate lost his life truly, and gained nothing, for 
if ho had denied Jesus, he might have saved his life, and 
heen sure of heaven too, %f Universalism is true 1 But that 
holy man of God believed that by losing' his life, he would 
save his soul, which would be great gain. The import of 
the passage is clear, and unequivocal. If a man shall con- 
cern himself all the time for. the present life, he will lose 
the next. 

3. ** And I say unto you, my friends, be not afraid of 
them that kill the body, and after that have no more that they 
can do : but I will forewarn you. whom yon shall fear; fear 
Him, which after he hath killed, hath power to cast into 
hell ; yea, I say unto you, fear Him." Luke t2 : 4, 5, 

This passage bids defiance to all cavil. The language is 
not only literal, but particularly arrayed, so as to leave no 
escape for Universalism. It teaches us not to fear men, who 
can only kill the body, but to fear God^ who alone bath 
power after that, to cast into hell. Matt, records it, ** fear 
not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the 
soul : but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul 
and body in hell." Here is a casting into hell after the 
hody is killed, or a destruction of the soul and body in hel). 
And it is on account of God's power to destroy in. hell, that 
Jesus commands us to fear hinrv. 

I ask then, if a man may commit an ofience for which he 
shall never be forgiven, lose his own soul, and after the death 
of the body, be cast into hell, both soiil and body, how is 
such an abandoned creature ever to be saved ? There is 
surely no salvation for him, but he is given over to the jaws 
of destruction to be devoured* In view of such terrible lan- 
guage as this, it is not strange that Paul should say, ** knowing 
the terrors of the Lord, we persuade men," and that he 
should remind us of God*s own faithful language, ^^ven- 
geance is mine; 1 will repay, daith the Lord;" and again 
** the Lord shall judge his -people " •' \\ v^ ^ fe%.x^\xV\V\\w%\Q 
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fall into the hands of the living God." Let us regard Hinj 
who has spoken from heaven, and not forget that he has 
threatened the destruction of the soul and body, after the 
death of the body, in helL * He will^not be trifled with, 'but 
demands obedience of the mightiest spirit that burns before 
his terrible throne. " The Lord God omnipotent reigns." 

[Time expired.] 



MR. MANFORD^ CLOSING SPEECH. 



Respected Auditors: 

There is perhaps no better evidence that Mr. Franklin 
cannot answer my last speech, than the fact that he, in the 
outset, pronounced it destitute of argument! Surely the 
gentleman will never suffer any from excessive modesty ! 
He is one of those iT>en who can make up in boasting, what 
they lack in argument. In this respect, I confess that he has 
the advantage of me ; and were the asseVtions true, which he 
made in his last speech, or even a respectable portion 
of them, I might well begin to fear he also had the advan- 
tage of me, in point of argument! But I flatter myself that 
this intelligent audience possesses discrimination enough to 
distinguish between argument and bare assertion. 

I must confess iliefe is quite a difference between the gen- 
tleman and myself, in our way of thinking and feeling ! He 
flatters himself with the delusive idea, that he has taken from 
me my main proof- texts, and seems tp imagine that I 
feel very bad under the circumstances. Now, I must 
assure you that I consider my proof-texts very safe, even 
after hearing the gentleman's last speech ; and that I have 
not the least consciousness of feeling bad, perplexed, or 
in any diflBculty whatever, on account of what he has done^ 
nor even in anticipation of what he may "jex ^o. TWwgjxX 
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do not wish to boast, yet this is precisely my situation; and 
if it will do my friend, Mr. Franklin, any good thus to 
talk and boast and console himself, why I am willing for him 
to do it ; for the Lord knows he has a hard enough time of 
it, and needs all the consolation he can get. 1 am not 
disposed **io cry" for the gentleman, but really after hearing 
his last speech, I can but feel to pity him — not so much 
for his inability to defend his doctrine, wiih its errors 
and absurdities — for this 1 expected before hand; but for, 
I hardly know what to say, but i will say for either his fool- 
hardiness, or his ignorance! I allude to bis still persisting 
in his stupid criticism on the idea of being "in Christ," 
and being "saved from sin in the future world !" In regard 
to the phrase **in Christ," I referred to Gal. 3: 27, where 
persons are said to be ''baptized into Christ," and to **put on 
Christ;" and to the saying: "he that is in Christ ixS a 
new creature," (2 Cor. 6: 17,) to show that there is such a 
thing as being in Christy in this world. This I did, in order 
to refute the gentleman's absurd idea that in Christ meant 
place ! Believers are said to be in Christ in this life — ^that is, 
m a certain qualified sense, they are in his image ; and being 
m this state or condition, they are justified. Now, 1 have 
not said to be in Christ, in the resurrection, means sim* 
ply "justification" — it means to be in his image — in a state or 
condition, which also implies or includes "justification." As 
those who are "in Christ," in this world are in a "justified " 
state, so also, will those who are "in Christ" in the resurrec- 
tion, be in a "justified" state; and I have triumphantly 
shown that all mankind, or all who die in Adam, will be "in 
Christ " in the resurrection. This, I affirm 1 have proved, if 
language can be framed that will prove it. It is not those 
who are "in Christ" in this world, in the figurative sense of 
being in him by "baptism," or by "faith," ihatare to be made 
alive in him, in the resurrection ; but all who die in Adam, 
are to be made alive in Christ. This is the point, and 
the gentleman cannot avoid it, although he has tried hard to 
do so! He sometimes affects to misujiderstand n>e; but 
whether he understands me or not, I am inclined to think this 
audience understands me. Mr. Frankliuy-no doubt, feels \he 
argument if he don't understand it ! 
The gentleman sallows \Vvav vYve ^«a*fv:g;&* ''*'K:& vsv Mam 
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all die, even so, in Christ shalt all be made alive," should 
read, "As by Adam all die, even so, by Christ shall all 
be made alive." Then, instead of saying, "If any man 
be in Christ he Is a new creature," it should read. "If 
any man be by Christ,"'&e. And "Blessed are th<».dead that 
die htf the Lord" — ^**So also is the resurrection of the dead : 
It is sown by corruption, it is raised by incorraptton ; it 
is sown by dishonor, it is raised btf^ glory ; it is sown by 
weakness, it is raised by power;" "always abounding ^jf the 
work of th« Lord, forasmuch as ye ktiow that your labor 
is not try vain by the Lord !" Thus, you see what kind of 
theology our friend would teach, by changing the preposition 
in to by ! But let us notice a few more examples^ beginning 
with the first word in the Bible, or as Mr" F. Would say, 
hy the Bible. "In the beginning, God created the heavens 
and the earth," u e., by the beginning. "Let there be lights 
in the firmament," i. e. by the firmament. "In the waters of 
the sea," i. e. ^ the waters of the sea. In the 2d chapter of 
Genesis, we read : "In the seventh day, in it he rested," i. e. 
by the seventh day, by it he rested. "He planted a garden 
in Eden," i. e. by Eden ; "in the midst of the garden," i. e. 
hy the midst of it ! The Greek word in all these places, as 
in the text under consideration, is en ; and if it does notpri- 
marially and definitely mean in^ then our first parents were 
never in the garden of Eden — Noah and his family were 
never in the Ark — Pharoahand his host were not drowned in 
the Red sea — the children of Israel were never in the wilder- 
ness, and John did not come " crying in the wild<9r- 
ness" and "baptising in Jordan," bnt came "crying by 
the wilderness" and "baptizing by Jordan !" Jonah was not 
three days and nights in the whale's belly, but oiily by 
the whale's belly ! Lazarus was not in the grave, but 
only by it; the rich man was not in hell, but only ^y hell ! 
Murderers, fornicators, thieves, liars, &c., shall not have 
their part in the Jake which burneth with fire and brimstone, 
but only by it ! Neither Christ nor any bx)dy else was ever 
baptized in the river Jordan j or in any other water, but 
but only by it 1 The controversy between the Campbellitcs 
and the Pedo-baptists, for the last twenty years, has been on 
this very little word — the former contending Cor the first and 
pritnary meaning of the word, \\z v \i!i, v*\v\^ ^^ «^^\% 
claimed that it might sometimes meau ^x^ 'sv^^'t v^^>^'^^ 
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&c. And I will venture to say that were Mr. Franklin to get 
into a debate with a '^sprinkler," on the subject of baptismt 
he would manfully contend that en means /n, now and 
forever, and he would probably say as did Mr, Campbell, in 
his debate with Mr. Maccalla, after showing some of the ab- 
surdities of his opponent's translation of the word, "These 
and ten thousand new discoveries, originate from this new 
translation of en, made for the relief, and by the talents 
of, infant sprinklers." 

I deny the gentleman's criticism. The primai^y meaning 
of the Greek word en, is in; while the corresponding word, 
for biff is the Greek did. And although en is sometimes 
translated by other words than that of in, yet, as Mr. Campbell 
says in a note, page 313, in his debate with Maccalla ; "Ev* 
ery meaning ascribed to en, can be resolved into in^ The 
first and primary meaning of the word, therefore, is ln, and 
is correctly translated in the passage : "As in Adam all die, 
i. c. in his image or nature, even so, (the same all) shall be 
made alive in Christ, i. e. i|i his image or nature." 

My friend may labor till the day of his death, and he can 
never make en, mean by ; and I only alluded to the matter, 
to expose his unwarrantable assumption — not that his, trans- 
lation would in the least affect the completeness of the argu- 
ment in favor of the final holiness and happiness of all ; for 
whether made alive in Christ or by Christ, ihey are to be ini- 
mortal, incorruptible, glorious, and heavenly, and, as in this 
life they "bear the image of the earthy," so in that life ^all 
they "bear the image of the heavenly." 

Now in regard to salvation from sin in a world where 
there is no sjin. This^ the gentleman thinks a paradox. I 
thought I made this matter so plain in my last, that even he 
who runs might read ! I tell yoi), my friends, there are none 
so blind as those who won't see. I perceive I shall have to use 
more plainness of speech. This question was raised by Mr- 
Franklin himself, by saying that men could not be saved in 
the future world, for there would be no sin there to be saved 
from. Now, notwithstanding all that has been said on this 
subject, the only difference between us is, that while he be- 
lieves that a part of mankind will be saved from sin in the 
fcture world, 1 believe that all will be. I presume I am not 
mistaken in this assertion. Doea^t, Y-Aa^Xv^N^^-ftx^iK^ 
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are **^saved from sin'* in this life ? |f he does, he believes a 
great deal more than I do — and a great deal more than he 
can prove ! I presume the gentleman will allow that people 
are no better now than they were in the days of the primi- 
tive church ; and that if any body were ever " saved from 
sin*' in this life, it was the apostles and early christians.— 
But hear what the beloved apostle John says, in writing to 
his christian brethren. ** If we say that we have no sin, we 
deceive ourselves, and the truth is jnox in us,*' 1 Jno. 1: 8. 
"For there is not a just man upon earth, that doeth good, 
and sinneth not,** Eccl. 7 : 20. Here it is emphatically de- 
clared that there is not even a just man on earth that does 
not sin. Again : " If they sin against thee, for there is no 
man that sinneth not," 1 Kings 8: 46« The truth is, my 
friends, no man is entirely saved from sin in this life ; that 
were an impossibility. True, the scriptures sometimes speak 
of being "saved from sin,** "without sin,*' "free from sin," 
d^c, in this life ; but such expressions must be understood in 
a comparative sense. No man, I care not how good he was, 
ever lived in the flesh whor was entirely free, or saved from 
sin, while in the flesh. All are subject— are liable to sin. — 
Hear Paul, in speaking of himself : " Now then it is no more 
I that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me ; for I know that in 
me (that is, in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing ; for to wilt" 
is present with me, but how to perform that which is good 
I find riot,*' Rom. 7: 18, 19. What mean all those com- 
mandments of the Savior and theapostleis — "if a brother sin, 
forgive him," yea to "seventy times seven V* — ^and those re- 
peated exhortation to the christians — to the saved — to sin 
not, to avoid sin, &c. ? Do they riot imply that the best 
were not entirely free from sin 1 — that they were not, and 
could not be, entirely and completely "saved from sin" in 
this mortal life 1 Most assuredly. No man, I repeat, can be 
fully and completely saved from sin in this world — xhete is no 
such thing, in the strict sense of the phrase, as being saved 
from sin in this life. And how could there be ? " How 
then can man be justified with God ? or how can he be clean 
.that is born of a woman ? Behold even to the moon, and it 
shineth not ; yea the stars are not pure in his sight : How 
much less man, that is a worm, and the son of maa^ which 
is a worm f'-^Job, 
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Now if Mr. Franklin does not believe that in the future 
worki men will be perfectly pure, holy, and sinless, then he 
does not believe in such a thing as a coniplete salvation from 
sin ! for it is abundantly evident that such a salvation cannot 
exist here ; and if not in the future state, then it will not ex- 
ist any where ! But he does believe that the righteous will, 
in the future world, be holy and sinless — consequently, sav* 
ed from sin ; and, as I said before, all the difference between 
us is, that he believes only a part of mankind, the ''right- 
eous,'' will be thus "saved," while I believe all will be;— 
for, as he himself says, "there will be no $k^ there," conse- 
quently they must be safe from it, and if safe from it, then 
saved from it. 

But let us apply the gentleman's mode of reasoning to his 
own doctrine, and see how it goes. According to his doc- 
trine, nobody is saved from hell in this world, for there is no 
hell in this world to be saved from. His hell is all in the 
future world. But there is nobody saved from hell in the 
future worid ; for the righteous were never in danger of hell 
in the future world, and the wicked ar« not saved from it, 
for they have to suffer it ! So the righteous are not saved 
ffom bell, for they never were in danger of it; consequently, 
nobody is saved from hell, neither in this world nor in the 
next. 

But to return. The gentleman believes that men will be 
rewarded in the next world, for their good deeds in this world. 
Now may they not be saved in the next world, from their 
had deeds in this world ? May they not be saved in that 
world from the nature and disposition to sin— and conse- 
quently from sin — ^which they had in this world 1 The dif- 
ficulty between the gentleman and myself seems to be, not 
in regard to the fact, but in regard to the use pf terms to ex- 
press that fact. He thinks it is not proper to call the glori- 
Hed state of mankind in the future world' a "salvation from 
sin," because there is no sin in that world to be saved from ! 
While I maintain. that it is proper so to jspeak, holding that 
they are saved in that world from the sins of this world — 
and consequently I call it a "salvation from sin," aa well as 
from all the other evils of this life. To illustrate : Suppose 
in a certain city there is a malignant disease — say the chol- 
era, Euxd that it bids lait to de^uoy \\i^ ^Vc^a ^^^^v»jwb.<^ 
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Say that every inhabitant has become ttiore or less infected 
by the poisoned atmosphere. Say now that at this juncture 
ofairairs, the inhabitants are conveyed from the pestilential 
city into a healthy district of country, where there is no 
cholera — would they not be saved from the cholera, although 
there is no cholera in the country where they now are, to be 
saved from 1 So it is in regard to the fnture world. Here, 
man is in a country of sin, misery, and death ; — but in that 
country — that " building of God, eternal in the heavens" — 
whither all are tending, he will be saved from all these ca- 
lamities, for there is no sin there, nor death, nor any thing 
that can hurt or make afraid. Thus will all mankind be 
saved in the world to come^-saved from mortality, and the 
sleep of death, and all the evils incident to mortality into a 
world where none of these evils exist. The thing saved 
from is here, in this world; while the saved are in that 
world. I hope the gentleman understands me now! Just 
as he will have a part of mankind saved, so will I have all 
mankind saved. We have seen that none are saved from 
sin, in the strict and full sense, in this life ; all are subject to 
^iiv so long as they live in the flesh ;— and if men cannot be 
saved from sin, in the future world, because there is no sin 
there to be saved from, then none will ever be saved from 
sin. But if a part can thus be saved, then all can. But af- 
ter all, what is the difference whether it be proper to say they 
will be "saved from sin" in the future world, or noil All 
will be holy and happy, and this is all-snfficient. 

I have shown — I must be allowed to say, triumphantly 
shown — that all who die in Adam will be made alive in Christy 
imm(»lal, glorious and heavenly; — that all shall be delivered 
from the -bondage of corruption, from mortality, into the glo- 
rious liberty cf the children of God: — that all, both in 
heaven and on earth, shall be gathered together in .Christ 
(the gentleman may say ly Christ if he wishes) ; and that all 
shall eventually say, Blessing and honor, and glory and 
power be unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the 
Lamb, forever and ever f But I must attend to some more of 
the gentleman's arguments. 

And first : <*He that is dead is freed from sin." Romans 
6: 7. This, Mr. F. says, does not mean literal death. I 
have proved that do man is "free ftota ftVu'' \xk^\^\!&^ \ «^«^ 



iOS THEOLOaiCAL DTSCtTSSIOK. 

Paul, who is the author of this language, as we have seeii, 
declares, in the very next chapter, that sin dwelt in him, that 
is, in his flesh. And if Paul, and John, and the best men 
that ever lived, were not "free from sin," how can it be said 
that men in this life are free from sin ? Mr. Franklin thinks 
it means a figurative death, and says that *Uhe Roman breth- 
ren, with {the apostle himself, were dead, in the sense of the 
passage." This I deny, without any disrespect at all to the 
gentleman. In the preceding verses Paul tells his brethren 
that they had been '^planted together in the likeness of his 
(Christ's, literal) death," that they had been «* buried with 
him by baptism tniodea^A"— -that is, in the likeness or imita- 
tion of death ; and then draws the inference that as they had 
emblematically died and been buried with Christ, tliorefore, 
"as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the 
Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life."— 
Let it be distinctly noted that the apostle's object is to show 
them that as they have professed to be dead and buried with 
Christ, they ought, also, henceforth, to live without sin. And 
why? Now, notice the argument. The apostle refers to a 
fact — ^to ^ admitted fact — ^which they could Hot deny, and 
which bore directly on the point, because, "he that is dead 
(literimy) is freed from sin." Now, to say that this means a 
figurative death — such as "the Roman brethren and the apos- 
tle* had died, is to make Paul rest his whole argument to 
prove a certain fact, upon tlie bare assertion of that fact ! — 
Paul was not wont to do so. Besides, it makes him declare 
a falsehood I The fact that he tries to convince his brethren 
that they ought to live free from sin, shows that they were not 
free from sin ; how, then, could he assert that they were free 
from sin? But if |he text means a figurative death, he did 
assert this«^for he emphatically declares — "he that is dead 
is freed from sin." Such a View, Uiereft>re^ would not only 
destroy the apbsde's argument and plape^ bim in the awkward 
Ipredicament fi^equiently occupied by my opponent i^ere — of 
proving his position by a bare assertion ; but it wouM malje 
him assert that which his argument shows was not true! — 
But the following verses show that the apostle was speaking 
of a Uteral deatj^ as w?ll as of^ figurative death, and was 
endeavoring to show the consequences which ought to fdlow 
the one, from those which in reality do foUow the other. In 
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the tenUi verse he refers again to Christ's literal death i *^For 
in that he died, he died unto ein once"-— and then a^ds, ia 
the next verse — ^**Likewise, EECKON ye also yourselves to 
be dead indeed ilnto sin, but- alive unto God/' 6ic. So they 
were not really dead unto sin, but they were to reckon them- 
selves to be so ! And why so I BecausOf he that is literally 
dead is freed from sin ; therefore, as they were emblematic* 
ally dead and buried, they shonld reckon themselve, also 
'^free from sin," or dead unto sin. This, I maintain, is the 
apostle's argument ; ialtPfeiway the literal fact which he de- 
clares here, and you take away all the force of his argument 
*^it has no power nor meaning whatever. He that is dead is 
freed from sin. This not only goes to eslablish the fact that no 
one in this life is free from sin, but it is another strong pre- 
sumptive argument, at least, in favor of the final holiness and 
happiness of our race. There is no sin beyond death ; and 
hence we conclude there will be no punishment where there 
is no sin. . • ' 

As to what I said in my last on Matthew aiid Luke, in re- 
gard to the resurrection, I have only to remark that, in view 
of what the gentleman has said in reply, I see no necessity 
ibr anything further from me. . You all recollect what I then 
said. The gentleman must yield the point, or «6 I said 
then, take the ground that these evangelists contradict each 
other. This he is not willing to do. lie must, therefere, ad- 
mit that in the resurrection all mil be as the. angels of God 
in heaven. 

Mr. Franklin cannot see how Romans 5 '^proves that all 
mankind will be finally holy and happy." If he had I'efuted 
my argument on the 19th verse of this chapter, he inight 
have shown why.it doos not teach that doctrine. I have re- 
peatedly called his attention to this verse ; but he has, every 
time, forgotten it ! Tou can probably guess the cause of his 
fiyrget^lness ! The apostl^^^hi summing up his argument, 
ad&, in this verse: "For as by one man's disobedience, 
many were made sinners ; so by the obedience of one shall 
many be made righteous^." Now, the wotd many is just a^ 
extensive in the pne case as in the other ; just as many 
have been made sinners by Adam shajl be made rightor 
Christ : and the original word here rendered many 
that ii may as properly mean every son and dau 
.14 
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Adam, as auy part of them, for it literally signifies the multi' 
lude or the mass. 

I maintain, as well as other Universalists, that this verse is 
parallel with the 22d 1 Corinthians 15 — ^notwithstanding Mr. 
F. says I have given up the passage as not applying to the 
resurrection. Perhaps the gefitleman will understand this 
matter better when 1 tell him that in "ffomans 6, the subject is 
not the resurrection. In 1 Corinthians 15, the main idea is a 
physical one — the resurrection, while the moral • effects and 
consequences come in as secondary, in Eomans 5, the 
main idea is a moral one — the righteousness of all man- 
kind, or all who have been made sinners by the disobedience 
of Adam. The chapters, and especially the two verses 
named, are parallel to each other, in regard: to numbers, and 
in reference to Adam and Christ. The one declaring that 
all who die in Adam shall be made alive in Christ; the other 
that all who have been made sinners by Adam shall be made 
righteous by Christ. The 6ne is a physical resurrection in- 
cluding the moral ; the other is a nwral resurrection includ- 
ing the physical. The gentleman will now see why I ** ad- 
mitted" that Romans 5 taught a moral resurrection. And 
now, as he has paid no attention to this 19th verse, so far, 1 
presume that he wil^ not ; for he will hardly do so in his last 
speech, as I would then not have a chance to reply, should it 
be necessary? But should he do so in his next speech, you 
will pleade bear* in mind that as many as have been made 
sinners by Adam shall be made righteous by^ Christ ; and 
whether this mean& "conversion" or not, or whether it is to 
be done at the resurrection or before it, is a matter of no con- 
sequence, so that the fact takes place. The apostle has de- 
clared that it shall be done, and this is enoi:^h for us to know. 
I iM you that Mr. Franklin would not tell^you what the 
word "creature" m«ans, in Rom. 8! Of course he will not 
do so in his last speech, for then I could not have "an oppor- 
tunity to make a string of i>bjections," and thus have some- 
thing to say! Well, 1 will not press the gentleman any fur- 
ther on this point; n^d as I think I said enough on this sub- 
ject in my last, I will let it pass with the remark that it will 
take more ingenuity and skill in tw\a\axvg^v\ie^e,\Y^T^^>Js\^>Si 
my friend possesses, or more tWan \\e Va VAWtv^Ao ^v^^>i.,\Yv 
order to make this pa5»age t^c\\ aliy W\\iig.\ess ^\v^xv ^ ^x.^\ 
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deliverance of the whole human family "from the hondage of 
corruption into the glorioas liberty of the children of Gk>d!" 
I submit the passage, as a triumphant argument in favor of 
this most glorious result. 

Mr. Franklin says that he has "proved most clearly and 
triumphantly, while on his first proposition, that all men will 
go to God, and that to be judged," and that I have said "no- 
thing deserving the name of an offset to his argument !" 1 
am aware that he tried to prove that Christ would, at some 
future time, "come" to judge "all men," but this is the first I 
have heard of the proposition that "all men" are to "go to God" 
to be judged ! 1 hope I shall be excused for hot making an 
"offset" to this "argument," for it is sometimes extremely 
difficult to reply to an argument before one hears it ! The 
gentleman, it seems, has abandoned the ground that Christ is 
yet to come to judge the world. "Better late than never!" — 
Me now thinks that "the world" will "go to God to be judged." 
Well, the text says, "For o^ him, and through and to him, 
are all things." It as distincdy teaches that all came from 
God, as it does that all will go to God ; now if all were with 
God in the first place, "to be judged," then the probability is 
jlhat all wilj go back to him again, "to be judged" — otherwise 
I must be allowed to thiijc the text fails to prove the gentle- 
man's proposition* So also of the "spirit" which shall return " 
to God who gave it." If it was there in the -first place "to be 
judged," then, for aught we know, it may go 1)ack again "to 
be judged." 

On the text, "I will draw a1l*|en unt«t me," the gentle- 
man thinks "there is a slight difference between drawing to 
him and coming to him," I confess I eiai see none! • I 
showed in my last that all who came to Christ previous to his 
crucifixion w|fcti i^awn by the Fathe'i* — "no man cometh'to 
me excepJHbe Fathfer draw him." But after Christ was cru- 
cified, ^/Med iip from the earth ,*^ then he was to draw men 
unta^nijff), and not only me^ti, but all men. Tlfat some men • 
are dntiyn to Christ, or cdme to him in flws life, is no reason 
that ip^must be drawn to Jmih in this life, or not cow^e to him 
at all ! 'Wo believe that Clirist will not give Up, his Mediatori- 
a] reign uatil he has drawn all meu uiiVo \\\\iv \ ^Vk^^^ w^ 
differenoe between us and Mr. FrauWYTv \a— \\^ \>^e7««^ -^ 
men will be drawn to Christ to be iuigeOi, vftft!L^^^\^^K^^ 't 
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will be drawn to him to be saved or made righteous.— 
This is the difference, my friends, and you are at liberty to 
take which side you please. 

The gentleman says he don't admit that "all things in Christ" 
includes those things riot in Christ 1 Neither do I. But he 
should bear in mind that when *^ all things" are once gathered 
together in Christ, there will be no "things" out of him. He 
says my "position is that in Christ here, and in 1st Cor. 15: 
22, is, in a justified state,''* He then says, •♦the passage 
simply asserts the gathering together of all things in a justified 
state," and therefore does nothing for me ! ^^y friends, I can 
hardly find words to express my contempt for the course Mr. 
Franklin pursues in regard to this matter. I accused him in 
my last of wilfully misrepreseLiingme, and I made the mat- 
ter so plain that there was no possible excuse for him to do 
so any longer. He whines about what I said a little, says it 
is "all understood in this community," and still persists in 
the same disgraceful course ! I have said, over and over 
again, that to be in Christ, was to be in a "justified condition," 
and that when all shall be "made alive" in him, and "gath- 
ered together" in him, then all would be in a justified con- 
dition. 

H« continues to assume, atid take it for granted, as though 
nothing had been said to the contrary, that I simply meaif 
(as he most foolishly believes) that none will ever be made 
alive in Christ, nor gathered together in him, but such as are 
justified in this life ! He takes this. I say, all for granted, 
when I have told him that Lbelieved no such thing, advoca- 
ted no such thing ; and cx[^se(j his stupidity and hardihood 
in such a manner that th^re was no possible chance for him 
to continue his misrepresentations any longer without doing 
it knowingly and designedly I I told him in my last to stop' 
it— that I would endure it no longer. He has done so again, 
in his sneaking, underhanded manner, thinking, no doubt^ 
that the audience would not detect it ! I hold him guilty, 
therefore, of that which is equal to willful falsification ! 
You may think, my friends, that this is severe language. 
But it is no more than he deserves ; I cautioned him before, 
so that ha knew better. He is not so stupid as he pretends 
to be. 1 allow any man to ridicule my arguments as much 
as he pleases ; but to assume that an argument of mine is di- 
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reclly the opposite of what it is, and to do it knowingly, wil- 
fully* and therefore wickedly,, and then to ridicule that posi- 
tion, U what I will not allow. No man shall thus trifle with 
me, and gounwhipped of justice! I believe in rewarding 
men according to their deeds. The gentleman will proba- 
bly tell you again that I am in a bad humor — that T am angry ^ 
but even if I were angry, it would not justify him in sinning f 
But I am only in earnest. I told him before that I was in 
earnest; and he seemed to think I ought to have given this 
ioformation sooner. I gave it in time for his last speech, but 
it didn't seem to do any good. 

I will BOW repeat ray argument : I admitted in the first 
place, that to be in Christ meant to. be in a justijled state — 
and then maintained that all will eventually be in Christ, for 
all are to be made alive in him (1 Cor. 15: 22,) and all 
thiags in heaven and on earih are to be gathered together in 
Aim, (B(^* 1 • 9) which I hold to mean all intelligent area* 
tares. Therefore, as all are to be made alive in Christ, and 
all gathered together in him, the conclusion is that all will 
eventual! v be brought into a justified state or condition. 
Now let him misrepresent me agam, if he wishes ; let him 
say that Fonly mean that those which tfre now in Christ will 
be made alive 4nbim — will be gathered together in him ! or 
that none but those that are in a justified condition in this 
life will ever be in a justified condition in the future life, by 
being made alive, or gathered together in Christ ! Let him 
so misrepresent me again, if he dares, and if this congrega- 
tion don't frown him out of countenance, it will be because 
he has no shame left! He talk about having a religion that 
won't allow him to get angry — that won't allow him to talk 
as 1 do ! Religion, indeed ! What kind of a religion is that 
which- allows a man to do that which is far worse than lo get 
angry ? — which allows him to persist in misrepresenting me, 
when he knows better? Paul says, "Be nngry and sin not," 
but Mr. Franklin can sin even without being angry ! But I 
must pass on. The gentleman, I hope, will begin to think I 
am in earnest, by this time ! 

It matters not what or who the devil is — he is xo be de- 
stroyed before the resurrection. All other enemies must be 
destroyed before the last, which is death, and death will be 
destroyed when all mankind shall be raised from the dead. 
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Death destroys nn, and the probability is that it destroys the 
devil also, or devils^ if there be more than one. The gen- 
tleman admits that the ** hope of the gospel dest^foys the fear 
of death in the christian man, in this life," but he "can't see 
how that can prove that all mankind will be finally holy 
and happy." It is because " the christian man " knows that 
death, which is the last enemy, is to be destroyed by a gene- 
'ral resurrection; and as all mankind are to be raised from 
the dead, and as the last enemy will then be destroyed, and 
as all mankind are to he raised in Christ, in the image of 
the heavenly, immortal and glorious, "the christian man" 
can come to no other just conclusion than that alt will be 
•* holy and happy." 

There are undoubtedly "sorer punishments than death 
without mercy," in this world; but we have no account of 
any punishment or "enemy" in the Bible, after the "last en- 
emy," which is death. Arid as this is to be "destroyed" at 
the resurrection of the dead, there can be no **enemy" be- 
yond the resurrection. Consequently the gentleman's hell is 
a humbug! 

But the gentleman's position in regard to Rev. 6: 13, is the 
most awkward and ridici^lous of any thing yet ! He thinks 
because John immediately goes back to the commencement 
of the gospel dispensation, and describes things that took 
place on the earth, that therefore what he previously saw 
must have taken place on the earth also ! * He seems to 
think every thing that John saw, must of necessity take 
place in the same regular succession, in regard to time, as 
that in which they are described in the book — than whirh 
nothing could be more unwarrantable, or farther from the 
truth ! John saw the final triumph of the Redeemer's reign 
— the "restitution of all things," when all shall be redeemed, 
purified, and shall ascribe glory and honor and power unto 
him that sitteth upoti the throne, and unto the Lamb forever. 
He saw the etid. But he was not to continue gazing upon this 
glorious scene, however delightful, nor was he to look be- 
yond. He is then carried back to the commencement of 
Christ's reign. The 6th chapter opens therefore with the 
opening of the first seal, and closes with the opening of the 
sixth seal — all of which pertains to the destruction of Jeru- 
salem, and the disastrous times which immediately preceded 
it. 
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But Mr. F. says that Rev. 5: 13, "refers to the judgment 
seat of Christ, where every tongue shAll confess.** He ad- 
mits then by this, that this verse means "the whole humau 
family,'* for he believes that all are to be assembled before 
the "judgment ^at of Christ.'* And "every tongue shall 
confess" — that is, shall say, "Blessing and honor and glory 
and power be unt# him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto 
the Lamb forever." And is this the kind of a "judgment** 
that Mr. F. believes in 1 All are to praise God and the 
Lamb — ^to shout blessing and honor and glory and power be 
unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb.^ — 
Surely, then, I have not so much objection to the judgment, 
after all! "Be it known then, and read of all men, that the 
oft-repeated" judgment for which Mr, Franklin contends, and 
at which all are to ** confess," only means that all— -both 
which are in heaven, and on the earth, and under the earih, 
and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them — are to 
say, "Blessing and. honor and glory and power be unto him 
that sitteth upon the throne, and-xinto the Lamb forever and 
ever !" I want no better Univeisalism than this. All, then, 
that are to be assembled before the "judgment seat of- Christ" 
are thus to praise God and the Lamb— angels a.nd men, all 
praise him alike, in the same glorious* strain. The gentle- 
man, in his over anxiety and his determination to make ev- 
ery thing apply to "the judgment,** has at length blundered 
very near to the truth. I never saw such a stickler for "judg- 
ment" in my life I When it is said, "the spirit returns to 
God who gave it,** says Mr. F., "it is to be judged !'* When 
Christ says he "will draw all men unto him,** Mr. F. thinks 
it will be for the purpose of "judging them!" And now, 
when the Revelator saw in prophetic vision all intelligences, 
both in heaven and on earth— yea, all in the universe — around 
the throne, praising God and the Lamb, why, says he — true 
to. his one idea — ^** John saw the judgment P* Every thing 
means the judgment ! How ridiculous ! 

How the gentleman will get along with his idea that what 
John describes after he describes this "judgment," must take 
place after the judgment, is more than 1 can tell ! Accord- 
ing to this, every thing recorded in the book of Revelation 
after chapter 5 : 13, must take place after the judgment! — 
This is unquestionably more than the gentleman will allow ; 
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and I therefore conciude that he will abandon that idea.— 
Let it be remembered then that at this '* judgment" which 
John saw» all were praising God. Not a part praisiag him, 
and the balance lamenting ; but all— every creature in bea* 
ven and on earth — all that shall be assembled at the '* judg- 
ment seat" shall praise God — consequently, all will be happy. 
I hope the gentleman will not try to back out from his ap- 
plication of the text. I shall hold him to it. But as I have 
but a few minutes left, I mi^st attend to the gentleman's coun- 
ter proof-texts. 

The first is the *^ sin against the Holy Gdiost." On this 
subject I will simply give you what Dr. Clarke says, believ- 
ing his view is correct. ~ 

^' Though I follow the common translation, yet I am fully 
satisfied that the meaning of the words is, neither in this dis- 
pensation, viz., the Jewish ; or, in the dispensation to comet 
viz., the Christian* OlmifL ha'bo^ the world to come, is a 
constant phrase for the times of jlhe Messiah, in the Jew- 
ish writers. The sin here spoken of by our Lord, ranks 
high in the catalogue of presumptuous sins, for which there 
was no forgiveness under the.. BfOsaic dispensation. See 
Num. XV. 30, 31 — xxxv. 31 — Lev. ]|x. 10 — 1 Sam. ii. 25. 
When our Lord says that such a sin hath no forgiveness, is 
he not to be understood as meaning that the crime shall be 
punished under the Christian dispensation as it was under 
the Jewish, viz. by the destruction of%ie body ? And is not 
this the satiie mentioned 1 John i. 7, called the sin unto 
deaths i. e. a sin that was ta be punished by the death of the 
body, while mercy might be extended to the soul ? The 
punishment for presumptuous sins, under the Jewish law, to 
which our Lord evidently alluded, certainly did not extend 
to the damnation of the soul, though the body was destroy- 
ed ; therefore I think that though there was no such foigive- 
ness to be extended to this crime as to absolve the roan from 
the punishment of temporary death, yet, on repentance, mer- 
cy might be extended to the soul; and every sin may be 
repented of under the gospel dispensation." — Com, in Mall. 
12:31,32. 

In regard to the phrase,^'hath never Cor^veties's," on which 
Mr. Franklin lays sucVi sxtesa, "Dt. C\^icV^ ^wJwsa \v^ ^\s.>^' 
inenesa. He says— "Kcrer— eia ton <^^«'»^^\ "^^^^^tiT^^^. 
jn the Codex Bexa, two outeta, un© o\ 
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Alhanasius, and Cyprian.^^ With regard to the phrase 
"eternal damnaii«n," I expect to prove, when the third pro- 
position comes before us, that the word eternal does not sig- 
nify endless duration, and shall therefore omit all proof now 
on that subject. Every Bible reader well knows that men 
can suffer on earth what the Bible terms "damnation.'* **He 
that doubteih is damned," " having damnation because they 
cast off their first faith,'* are Bible expressions. So this text 
is disposed of. 

He next read Matt. 16 : 26--" For what is a man profited 
if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul ? — 
Or what shall a man give in exchange for his soul ?" On 
this text I will also let you hear Dr. Clarke. He says : 
" Lose his own soul — or lose his life. On what authority 
many have translated the word psiiche in the 25ih verse, lifej 
and in this verse souf, 1 know not; but am certain it means 
LIFE in both places*. If a man should gain the whole world, 
its riches, honors, and pleasures, and lose his life, what 
would all these profit him, seeing they can only i)e enjoyed 
during life ?'■ So there is nothing said in this passage but 
what a Universalist might say every day — " What would it 
profit a man to gain the whole world and lose his own life?" 

The other passage is Luke 12 : 4, 5. " Be not afraid of 
them that kill the body, and after that have no more that 
they can do; but I will for^w^irn yo^, whom you shall 
fear ; Fear him which after he hath kilte J, hath power to 
cast into hell : yea, I say unto you, fear him." 

It is very strange that the gentleman should- speak so con- 
fidently of this passage — as though it proved aily thing to 
the point! Admit it to mean just what he thinkaii does, it 
falls very far short of proving any thing in oppoaation to the 
final holiness and happiness of all mankind. Suppose that 
gehenna means an endless hell, and that psuche means the 
soul, or the immortal part — ^both of which I deny — and what 
does the passage prove? It declares that God has the power 
to cast into hell. And who denies this ? God has power to 
do any thing that can be done by almighty power. But does 
the text say that he will do it ? Not a word of it. Said the 
Savior, " God is able of these stones to raise up children un- 
to Abraham" — bur did he do ill We «Am\\\\\»X CiQd\\a& 
power to cast the soul and body into YifeW^ox ^xfj ^\vKife ^^^N 



jri8 THEOLOGICAL DTSCtTSSION . 

butihe text does not say that he ever did, or ever will, do it. 
So that admitting the gentleman's own interpretation of the 
passage, it does not prove any thing for him, either one way 
or the other ! In Matthew, the parallel passage reads : '^ut 
rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul and body 
in hell." Now if the text proves any thing for the gentle- 
man, it proves that both soul and body will be deitroyedr^ 
not punished, but destroyed. It proves as clearly the des- 
truction of the soul as it does that of the body — that is, ad- 
mitting the common interpretation of the passage. This 
would prove annihilation ! But notice that in neither case 
does it say that God will do thus, but only that he has pow- 
er, that he is able ; which nobody disputes. So th^ gentle- 
man has, in this case, made a complete failure ! 

I believe that I am now through. I will not trespass further 
upon your time. I submit the argument. Mr. Franklin has 
the closing speech ; and, as the saying is, he will probably 
*' spread himself," as he knows that I will have no chance 
to reply. However, I have no fears of the consequence. 
Whatever he may say, I feel confident my arguments must 
stand, as they have so far, triumphant evidences in favor of 
the ultimate happiness of all mankind. I have shown from 
the word of God that "All «hali be made alive in Christ" — 
'^gathered together in him" — "shall be as the angels of God 
in heaven" — shall be "freed from sin** — that "sin," the "de- 
vil," and finally "death," the "last enemy ^" shall be destroy- 
ed ; that ALL ^all be^ **delivere<J from the bondage of cor- 
ruption, into the glorious liberty of the children of God ;" — 
and finally, that ail intelligencies shall say, ^ Blessing, and 
honor, and glory, and power, be unto Him that siiteth upon 
the throne, and unto the Lamb forever." Amen and Amen ! 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S FIFTH SPEECH. 



Beloved Hearers : 

My friend, Mr. Manford, seems in. deep trouble to know 
how to manage his old sinking ship. The concern has 
sprung so many new leaks, in addition to the old ones, that 
he is in as difficult a situation as the man of whom I have 
heard somewhere, who was told by a wag that he could draw 
good wine out of one end of a barrel of brandy and beer out 
of the other. After^ getting the liberty to make the experi- 
ment, the wag tapped one end of the barrel, and afler draw- 
ing out a bottle full, told the man to hold his finger on the 
place he had opened till he had drawn some out of the other 
end; After drawing from the other end likewise, he directed 
the man toreach his other hand over and stop it fcotii running 
out till he would make some corks to stop it. When this was 
dene, the wag took his bottles and started off, leaving the man 
holding the barrel with both ends open. So it is with Mr. M.; 
he has been trying to stop tk^exiils rfrade in his system, un- 
til he has even put patch upon patch in mending, until he 
scarcely knows what he has be(Bn trying to do. And, fn or- 
der to give vent to l|i9. feelings of mortification and disappoint 
ment, in coming fifty miles ^o l^fave his peculiar scheme rid- 
dled from end to end^nd put to an open shame ^he complains 
of my ^^hoaMingi!*^ But it was not my boasting that troubled 
him ; but my taking his argument out of his hands, and ex- 
posing his ridiculous positions and interpretations was the 
real trouble all the time. I understand the gentleman. 
"Boasting," indeed! What would he care for boasting if no 
other difficulty were in the way ? He would car^ no more 
than I care for his ranttngs. But I can tell you what makes 
my "blasting," as he calls it, wound his feelings so. He 
knows that I have clearly shown to this intelligent communi- 
ty, his utter &ilure ; and he dreads for me to mention it, as 
all the people are so sensible that it is so. But I care noth- 
ing for his boasting, for I have too much confidence in the in- 
telligence of the community in which I live, to think they can 
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be made to believe his unreasonable and unscriptural coutra* 
dictions. I rely upon reason and scripture, and therefore, 
feel not the least excited by anything he can say. Rutin 
his politeness and benevolence, he attributes all my boasting 
to my "fool-hardiness or ignorance.'* That is exactly the 
language of men who fail in argument. They make up the 
d^iency in their arguments by bitter and abusive language. 
i dare not, and wish not to say,, "thou fool," for should I, be- 
lieving the bible, as I do,, I should consider myself "in dan- 
ger of hell-fire." He who believes there is no hell may thus 
tidk : I may not 

He still feels it incumbent upon him to make some addi- 
tional efforts, or rather to make one of the same efforts over 
again, to escape from the dilemma into which he fell, relative 
to saving men from their sins in a world where there will be 
no sin. But, on this point he is bound hand and foot, and I 
defy him or any other man to escape the difficulty he appears 
so conscious he is involved in, on this _point. He denies that 
there will be any sin in the world to come. Yet he contends 
for a salvation of all men in the coming world, not, he says, 
in their sins, but ^^from their sins." Well, of course, they 
are in their sins, till they are saved from them. They are 
saved from them, he says, in the coming world. Well^thea, 
they must go into that world in their sins ! From this there 
is no escape. But he kindly Informs you that I believe that 
some are saved from sin in the coming world. I deny ^e 
charge ; and can assure you that I believe in no such thing. 
The righteous are saved from their sins or pardoned in this 
world, and consequently^ saved from punishment in the world 
to come ; hence, they are saved from sin in a world where 
there is sin, and will be saved from punishment in a world 
where there will be punishment to be saved from. In this 
there is- some reason, but there is not one particle-of reason 
in talking of being saved from sin in a world where there wiD 
be no sin. Afler all his talk, then, and preaching about sal- 
vation, he really believes in no salvation, or what is the same 
thing, a salvation from nothing in time or eternity. VVith 
him> men must sin as long as they stay in this world, and con- 
sequently be punished the «ame length of time, and[in the 
world to come there will be no sin, second death, hell, or any 
punishment of any kind Xo \)e save^ ^xom, ^o ^^ec^Vx^ v^-^^tsw 
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IS now completely out, and he does not believe in any salva- 
tion from anything, in time or eternity. 

He says if I will tell you upon .what principle a part will 
be saved > he will tell you upon what principle all will be 
saved. Well, we will see. 1 believe ibat some will be sav- 
ed from sin in this life upon ihe principle of believing, re- 
penting, and obeying the gospel, and thai by continuing 
faithful in obedience to God till death, they will be saved 
from punishment in the world to come. Can he show that 
all will be saved upon the same principle ? 

I am pleased to see how conscious my friend appears to 
be of his failure on the words **in Christ." With him a word 
18 a word, and it appears it can have but one meaning.-^ 
Hence he has gone on to multiply passages where the Greek 
preposition en is, and should be, translated in. But what 
bearing has all that on the subject, imless he intends to im" 
pose the idea on this audience that the Greek word en inva- 
riably means one thing ? Not the least in the world. But 
he was ashamed to let it pass without admitting that this same 
preposition en is frequently translated hif ; yet he pronounc- 
ed it rather faintly. '^•. 

All he said relative |o my giving up Idl yt^e have contended 
for concerning the use of that- word connected with baptism, 
is just worthy of a man who Regards his reputation as a critic 
and a man of learning before the literary world, no more 
than he does himself. A man who is willing to palm off 
such an imposition on the uneducated, is not to be envied; 
and I have no fears of such an attempt having any effect on 
any honest man, who is acquainted even with the first prin- *^ 
ciples of language. 

I havo already abundantly shown, as many in this assem- 
bly well know, and even as the gentleman has admitted} that 
this same Greek preposition en is sometimes translated by as 
well as in, and that it is translatedan several ways. We all 
know that it would make great nonsense to translate -it inva- 
riably by J and not any more so than it would to translate it in- 
variably ill. When it means agency it should be translated 
hy or through, but when it n^eaps place it should be translated 
lit. Well, even with Mr. Man ford ^s consciousness of pro- 
propriety, he has baen enabled to discover \Vvfe vav^xci\^x*v^vj 
of si^Jiig ''in Christ'* is the place w\\ete «v^w \\x^\»»&st 
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* alive, and even became enraged at me for intimating tbat 
such i« his view of ihp passage. When he yielded up the 
point, and admitted that it did not mean place, the argument 
was virtually given up. 

When the scripture says, *• as in Adam all die," the idea 
is precisely the same as ** by one man sin entered into the 
world, and death by sin." It is certainly expressing the 
meaning of the sacred writer more clearly to say *' by one 
man sin entered into the world, and death by sin," than^^lii 
0110 man sin entered into the world." " By one man's of- 
fence" i« certainly bettor sense, and expresses the apostle's 
meaning more clearly than "in one man's offence." " By 
Adam ail die," is a better translation than **in Adam at! die." 
** By Christ shaH all be made alive," is a better translation 
than **in Christ all shall be made alive." ^ - 

But to accommodate the gentleman, and to try to please 
him, r hiave agreed to let him have his own way, as far as 
as our argument is concerned, and to let it stand that *^in 
Christ" in 1 Cor. 15 : 22, is the samp as "if any man be in 
Christ, he is a new creature," and the same as "so xnanv of 
us- as have bee^j baptized into Christ, have put on Christ." 
Or, as he expresses it, they **are in a justified state •" 1 then 
showed him, that if this be correct, the passage simply as- 
serts the fesurrectior* of those in a justified state, or those 
"baptized into Christ." To make this doubly strong, he has 
asserted that "none will be made alive out of Christ." In 
all this we have just taken him at his word, and consequently 
the passage simply asserts "in Christ all shall be made alive," 
and "in Christ," he says, is "the justified," which makes 
the passage assert that ** the justified all shall be made alive;" 
and as those "in Christ" mean the justified, those out of 
Christ are those not justified. These, according to his doc- 
trine, will never be raised. ^ - 

The fifteenth of 1 Cor. then, is fully and fairly taken out 
of his hands, and even made to testify against him. Taking 
him .It his own word, and admitting his own interpretation, 
he has sinri)ly provf^d that all the justified will be made alive; 
and according lo i his explanation, which he appears so deter- 
mined to have, there is not one word in the whole chapter, 
about the resurrection or salvation of any but the righteous. 
According to him, "in Adam" \\va\ \%, \ii >JWi K^^xcvVr. ^vwa^ 
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or the fleshly state^ **all die," even so, "in Christ," or in a 
justified state, or those **baptized into Christ," "all shall 
be made, alive !" I see nothing like all mankind being holy 
and happy in this. But I must not press him too hard here, 
for he "will not suffer it any' longer !". 

On Romans, 6: 7, the gentleman has given us a brilliant 
display truly! He said ^ with an air of triumph, "1 have 
proved that no man is free from sin in this life." Well, all 
1 have to say about this is, if he has proved such to be the 
fact, he has proved that Paul did not tell the truth. Paul said 
in this same sixth chapter of Romans,** ye have obeyed from 
the heart, that form of doctrine, delivered you. Being 
then made free from sin, ye became the servants of right- 
eousness." Will we believe Mr. Manford, who says he **has 
proved that, no man is free from sin in this life," or 
Paul, who said of the disciples at JRome, **being then made 
free from sic, ye became the servants of righteousness I" — 
Rom. 6: 17, 18. 

I suppose the gentleman iell into this error in looking 
at the fruits of his own doctrine, which 1. presume, never did 
free any man from sin in this life, or that which is to come. 
But as the gentleman quoted from John, 1 also appeal 
to John. He says,' "He that commiteth sin, is of the devil." 
1 John, 8: 8. Air. M. says all commit sin ; all are then of 
the devil. John say&, "Whosoever is born of God, doth not 
commit sin."— 1 John, 3: 9. Mr. M. says,' all commit 
sin. The gentleman does not believjB his Biblq, is the true 
secret of tl^ matier. But he is determined to prove that 
Paul was a sinner^ even while he was an apostle of Christ ! 
But let us hear the apostle a little before w« decide against 
^im. -He. says, "What shall we say then ? Shall we con- 
tinue in sin that grace may abound ? God forbid. How 
shall we that are dead to sin, live any longer therein ?" We 
cannot tell how, but it is so, is clearly shown by the immuta- 
ble assertion of Mr. M. who says he has proved that 
"no man is saved from sin, in this life." You may talk, 
Paul, about man being "justified, sanctified, adopted and 
saved," and about "Saints," "holy brethren, partakers of the 
heavenly calling," &c. &c., and Teier may talk about 
the "elect according to the foreknowledge of God, through 
saDctific^tion of spirit and obedience of \V\e \tvv\VJ'* ^^* ^^.> 
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but it is all in vain, for Mr. Manford has now decided 
the case, and even proved ii, he says, that ** no man i3 
Iree from sin in this life !" There is no difference between 
those who serve God, and those who serve Him not, at ibisraie. 
What a work of benevolence it must be, to spread such sen- 
timents through the land I What desperation a man must be 
'driven to, when his success depends on proving that the holy 
apostle of Christ was # sinntjr. His reference to the Old 
Testament on ihis point, avails nothing. Wc are disputing 
about the gospel age. 1 am not willing to spend time 
in a debate, to defend charges made against even my breth- 
ren, who live contemporary with me, bat I cannot endure it, 
so well to hear Paul slandered by a professed minister of the 
gospel. He has repeatedly called him **Si' Paul," since the 
commencement oC this debate ; but rioMr Saint means sinner. 
I cannot see why^ he has been so exasperated, at his brother 
for calling him *Va little sinner," in somtf orhfs late skirmishes 
with the ** Independent Universalisl,'* if sirfher means saint, or 
even if Paul was a sinner. Is he any better than Paul? 

He' will have it that "he that is dead is freed from sin," 
Rom. 6: 7, is literal death. While on this point, he uttered 
the following remarkable sentence : "Likewise reckon ye 
also, yourselves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto 
God, &c. So th^y were not really dead unto sin; but they 
were to reckon themselves to be. so." If the apostle was 
guilty of directing his brethren to reckon that to be so indeed, 
which he knew was not so, he may have been guilty of the 
charge of being a sinner; but 1 do not believe he oyer told 
them to reckon any thing to be so, which was not so. 
VVhilc the apdstle commanded them to reckon themselves to 
be dead indeed unto sin," he takes upon himself to say, 
**ihey were not really dead unto sin." If they were "dead 
indeed unto sin," they **were dead really unto sin." 

(Jol. 3: 3, we have a similar expression, meaning tiie 
same thing. "For ye are dead and your lifevs hid with 
Christ in God." This did not mean natural or literal death, 
for they were aliv^ in this sen«e. .It did not mean dead 
in trespass and sins, for they were made alive from that state. 
It siniply meant dead to, or sepamted from sin. The *ame h 
ihe case with the other passage, as the whole connection 
showji, * ^ • 
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Mr. Manford must have a very defective memory truly. ^ 
He cannot now recollect that I have said any thing on Rom. 
5: 19. If he should happen to read the debate after it 
is printed, he will find that I have already said much more 
on that verse, than he has replied to. Has he forgotten that 
he Slated ihat he did not believe in imputed righteous- 
ness, and the difficulty that I had to get him to acknowledge 
that he believed this very passage ? In my recapitulation, I 
will show you where he stands, on the 5th of Romans. 

The next thing I shall notice in the gentleman's last 
speech, is his mild and persuasive language, in accusing, me 
of "wilful falsification!" He does not deny being angry new, 
but justifies himself by the words, "be angry, and sin not ;" 
but it is now clear that he does not believe this can be done, 
for he contends that all men sin in 'this life. But why is ho 
so enraged ? Simply because I cannot see how the expres- 
sion "That in the dispensation of the fullness of times, 
he might gather together all things in Christ,'* proves that all 
will be saved. But why be so excited at me about it ? I am 
willing to let it prove all that it will prove. But there 
are several difficulties I want removed before I start off 
arguing his doctrine from this passage. 1. I must be as- 
sured that "might gather together," means "shall gather 
together." 2. I must be satisfied that "gather together," 
means eternal salvation. 3. It must be proved to me 
that "all thinjrs in Christ,'^ means all men, in and out 
of Christ. He has made several attempts to satisfy me 
oa some of these points, and finding it impossible to do 
it, he now falls upon me, and accuses me with being "fool- 
hardy," &c. &c. But I cannot feel angiy at him, for it 
is truly mortifying to make such a failure as he has in 
the presence of so many intelligent people, and thus 
mortify the few of his friends who are present. In the 
midst of his fury on this point, he declares that I "shall not 
go unwhipped of justice," and adds, "I believe in rewarding 
men according to their works." I must say again, that 
I feel exceedingly comfortable under ^his mighty reward he 
is trying to inflict upon me, in his efibrt to take vengeance 
out of the hands of God. 

Mr. Manford has plunged his whole superstructure into 
ruJD, in applying the passage quoted by \i\tu ^tom^^N . V. \^ 
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toihe resurredion state. iBut he is either insensible of his con- 
dition or would afTsct to be so, from his remarks upon that pas- 
sage. Let me call your attention to it once more. Let the 
passage relate to what ever state it may, every one must see 
that the seven seals are introduced, chapter 5, vere 1, and 
that no other subject is mentioned up to the close of the 6th 
chapter. Now put these seals in heaven or earth, in time or 
eternity, one thing is certain, and that is that they all belong 
to the same state. Let us then, follow the Revelator. Af- 
ter the introduction of the seals, verse 1, the inquiry is made, 
-verse 2, "who is worthy to open the book, and loose the 
seals ? " We are informed that no man in heaven, nor in 
earth, neither under the earth, "was able to open the book, 
neither to look thiSreon, verse 3. On account of this, John 
weeps, verse 4. One ofythe elders informed him that the 
.Lion of the tribe of Judah, had prevailed to open the book 
«nd loose the seals, verse 6. The Lamb with the seven 
spirits of God is mentioned, verse 6. He took the book, 
verse T. And when he had taken the book, the elders fall 
down and worship him, verse 8. They declare him worthy 
to open the book, and to loose the seals, verse 9. They ac- 
knowledge that he had made them kings and priests to God, 
verse 10. He now stands in readiness to open the seals, and 
John saw many angels round about the throne, verse 1 1 . — 
His worthiness to receive power, and riches, and wisdom, 
and strength, and honor, and glory, and blessing, verse 12. 
A general acknowledgment, and every creature which 
is in heaven, and on the earth, and such as are in the 
sea, were now heard ascribing, blessing, and honor, and 
glory, and power, unto him that sitteih upon the throne, and 
to the Lamb. This Mr. Manford admits is in the resurrec- 
tion state. All this goes before the opening of the seals. — 
He may say it means whatever he pleases, but the opening 
•f the seals follows immediately after all this. 

Sixth chapter, verse 1 , he says, ** And I saw when the 
Lamb opened one of the "seals." This followed immediately 
after the general acknowledgment, two verses before. He 
proceeds right on with the opening of the seals, the closing 
of which presents one of the most horrific scenes ever de- 
scribed in human speech. I canjiot describe it in any way, 
Xfiore forcibly than by cpoxiti^HVi^ \wi^^%^. ^'^ KxA >5^^ 
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heaven disparted as a scroll when it is rolled together; and 
every mountain and island were moved out of their places; 
and the kings of the earth, and the great men, and the rich 
men, and the chief captains, and the mighty men, and every 
bond man, and every free man, hid themselves in the dens, 
and in the rocks of the mountains ; and said to the moun- 
tains and rocks, fall on us, and hide us from the face of 
him that sitteth upon the throne, and from the wrath of the 
Lamb ; for the great day of his wrath is come ; and who 
shall be able to stand." 

If they were in heaven just before when the universal con- 
fession of the honor and glory of the Lamb was made, they 
did not stay in it but a short time, for they now sing a very 
different song. But Mr. M. turns round, and says that it was 
in this world. Well, then, why did Ka apply it to the " far 
distant future ? " I am not to blame for it. I only take him 
at his own application. Just as certain as the verse qutHed 
by him relates to the resurrection, the other matters just quo- 
ted follow after. Here, then he has refuted his own position, . 
and given up the whole concern. 

The passage ho refers to, is no more evidence of the sal- 
vation of all men, than the confession made under the gal- 
lows by a criminal, is that he will not be punished for his 
crimes. It is true, he speaks in praise of the judge of the 
law, and of the government; but all this is no evidence that 
he will not be executed. In the same way, God will con- 
vince every criminal in the universe, of his justice, and of 
his goodness, as well as the glory and honor of Jesus Christ. 
The oath of the Almighty has gone forth, and he will not 
revoke it, that every tongue shall confess, and every knee 
shall bow ; but those prisoners who would not confess him 
before men, will only confess as criminals, and hastily seek 
a shelter from the face of the Lamb ; and him that sits upon 
tlTe throne. 

1. Having now given due attention to all the items in 
my friend's closing speech, except what will come up natu- 
rally in my recapitulation, I shall proceed briefly to review 
the argument, and place it before you in its true light. Be- 
fore defining my ppsition, I read our proposition, viz : " D© 
the scriptures teach the final holiness and happiness of all 
mankind 1 " Mr, Manford affirms — 1 dwx^ . \ti xcv^ ^x^\ 
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Speech I showed thai no passage or-ecripiure says that "all 
men shall be holy/' Nor is there any passage which says 
that ** all men shall be happy." Much less is there any pas- 
sage which says " all nnen shall be finally holy and happy." 
Vet this is precisely what my friend has undertaken to prove. 
Well) it must be as clear as any proposition can be» that be 
never can sustain his proposition, unless he can find a pas- 
sage containing these terms or others of the same import.— 
This I predicted at the start he never would do. You have 
now heard him make his last effort to do it, and are prepared 
to judge how well he has succeeded. 

The first passage produced to sustain his proposition was 
Matt. 22 : 23-32, and its parallel, Luke 20. Upon examina- 
tion, it was found that the words ** finally holy and happy," 
were not to be found in the passage, nor any other words of 
the same import.. The question then arose, how the proof 
of his proposition could be in the passage when none of its 
leading terms or any others of the same import, were to be 
found in the proof text ! This enquiry Was repeatedly made, 
but without ever gaining a satisfactory answer. 

It was also shown that Luke qualifies those in the resur- 
rection of whom he speaks, and restricts the languag^e of 
the Savior, to *' those that shall be accounted worthy." On 
tiic other hand, there weis no evidence given to show that 
the words recorded by Matt, included any more than those 
recorded by Luke, seeing that there were only two records of 
the same words. In order to avoid this difficulty, the gen- 
tleman went into quite an elaborate argument to show that 
Matthew had a better opportunity to know what the precise 
words of the Savior were than Luke, thus implying a mis- 
take on the part of Luke. This 1 did nbt admit, for Luke 
declares that he ** had a perfect understanding of all things 
from the very first," (Luke 1 : 3,) which will admit of no 
mistake on his part, especially when we consider that he was 
an iaspired writer. Nor do I admit that there is any con- 
tradiction between these two divine writers. Yet it is a fact 
that Luke gives a fuller account in this instance than Mat- 
thew ; and in that additional account, he qualifies those of 
whom the Savior spoke in the resurrection, to be " they that 
shall be accounted worthy." If then my friend could show 
that " they that shall be counted worthy," shall be holy and 
ha{tpy, it would be no new doctrine ! 
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Still further it was«hown, that the Savior was simply re- 
plying to an objection of the Sadducees, in doing which he 
informed them, that their difficulty of the woman who haci 
had seven husbands, would be obviated, for in the resurrec- 
tion they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are 
as the angels of God in heaven. Their objection was the 
point to which he spoke, and nothing else ; therefore his as- 
sertion that they shall be as the angels, can be extended no 
further, than that they shall be as the angels in this respects; 
they shall not marry or give in marriage. 

The expression "all live unto him," is in the pi'esent 
lense, and consequently cannot mean that all shall be holy 
and happy. I do not at all deny the fact that " all live unto 
him '^ in some sense, but it does not mean eternal salvation^ 
for all do not enjoy eternal salvation. 

I have further shown that his applying the words ** that 
world" to the resurrection, makes him admit that the Savior 
declares that he who shall sin against the Holy Spirit, shall 
not be forgiven in this world nor that which is to come, or 
the resurrection state. Upon the whole you see clearly that 
his proof-text is taken out of his hands, and some are to be 
counted worthy in the resurrection ; which implies that oth- 
ers will not be counted worthy. There is, then, no Univer- 
sal ism in the passage. 

2. The second proof-text introduced by Mr. Manford, 
was Rom. 5 : 12, 19. ^efore he was done with this passage 
he presented so many contradictions, that it will puzzle any 
one in this assembly to tell what he was trying to do. He 
took the position that the "death" mentioned, verse 12, is 
moral death. I then showed that if the death was simply 
moral death, that the resurrection from it could be nothing 
but a moral resurrection. This he admitted. A moral res- 
urrection being simply a conversion to Christianity, must be 
in this life, and consequently we know that it is not univer- 
sal. This cut him off from applying it to the future state at 
all, and consequently cut oiF his whole argument from the 
passage. 

While on this passage he denied imputed righteousness, 
and consequently at one blow set aside the whole argument 
upon the words, "by the righteousness of one the free gift 
came npon all." Yet he contended that we must be saved 
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through righteousness. I then showed, that if we must be 
saved through righteoubness, and cannot be saved by the 
righteousness of Christ, it mustb'e by our own righteousness; 
and that consequently we must be righteous in this world or 
go into the world to come, in unrighteousness, and be saved 
through our own righteousness there. From this difficulty 
he never escaped. 

We then showed that in introducing this passage as a 
proofotext, the gentleman had applied it to the resurreciioa 
state, and that the salvation there spoken of is in the future 
world. If then the salvation spoken of in the passage can 
be shown to be conditional, it not only destroys his proof, but 
establishes the opposite doctrine. At the 8th verse the apos- 
.tie says, " But God commendeih his love toward us, in that, 
while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us." Well, if 
Christ has done so much for us while we were yet sinners, 
will he do any thing more for us, if we are justified in this 
life ? He answers in the very next verse, " Much more then, 
being now justified by his blood, we shall be saved from 
wrath through him." Here present justification is made the 
condition upon which we are to have future salvation from 
wrath through him. One justification is present and the 
other future, and the first gives the assurance of the second. 
But. the apostle proceeds, verse 10: ** For if, when we were 
enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his son ; 
much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life." 
This '* if," important as it is, my friend leaves out of his 
theory, and says nothing about what will be the results "if 
we are not reconciled." To these important points I have 
not been able to obtain any explanation from my opponent. 
It is true he did allow that the salvation from wrath through 
him. was to be saved from sickness !! This same **much 
more," which is made to depend on being "now justified," 
and "being reconciled," is for them " which receive the 
abundance of grace and the gift of righteousness." And, as 
the gentleman does not believe in imputed righteousness, it 
must be our own righteousness. Thus the passage was taken 
from him, and shown to give no evidence of his peculiar 
dogma. 

3. Mr. Manford's third proo^xex.\ nn^s "^cixvv.^. x'^,^^. 
His whole effort here was on \\ve ^aaurcv^xv^x^. ^VviVV^ tx^\ 
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only failed to prove, but which 1 proved positively to be a 
inifliake. That assumption is this : that the word ** creature^' 
which occurs several times in this passage, means all man- 
kind. This position I denied, and showed to be incorrect; 
first, by referring to many places where the same word oc- 
curred in both Greek and English. He admitted that it did 
not always mean all mankind, but still insisted that it had 
that meaning in the passage in question. By referring to 
the 19th verse, it was shown that it is asserted that *Hhe ear- 
nest expectation of the creature waiteth for the manifestation 
of the sons of God." It cannot be that "creature" here and 
the ''sons of God" are the same ; for then it would be that 
" the creature waiteth for the manifestation of itself." We 
have then the creature and the sons of God; therefore crea- 
ture does not include all mankind. At verse 21 we are told 
that **the creature also itself shall be delivered from the bond- 
age of corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of 
God." Here we have the same distinction between creature 
and the children of God. The children of God are a part 
of mankind, but no part of the creature ; for the creature was 
not to be delivered into the glorious liberty of itself. This 
would be nonsense. Verse 22, we are informed that ^'the 
whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together until 
now : and not only they, but ourselves also." Here we 
have the "creation," and not only they — the creature- — but 
" oufselves also." Whoever is called "ourselves" here, 
were separate from the creature. This is as clear as it can 
be. We have then, in this passage, three distinctions made 
between the creature and persons who certainly form some 
part of mankind. We have 1. The creature and the sons of 
God^ 2. The creature. and the children of God. 3. The 
creature, and not only they, but we ourselves also. If this 
does Qot prove that creature here does not mean all mankind, 
I know not how any proposition may be proved. 

But the gentleman has put great stress on the words "iha 
whole creation," and denied that I could show where the 
sam^ expression was used in the whole Bible, where it did 
not include all mankind. In my last speech I referred him 
to Mark 16 : 15, where the same words occur in Greek, and 
are translated in the same words in som© Eiii^va\v\x^\v'3\'ax\sx^^. 
'' Go into all the world and preach the go^^^\ vs^ «s«i^ cx<^^- 
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lurc." But who does not know that this does not include all 
• mankind ? He did not command them to preach the gtfpel 
to tlio dead, to idiois, or infants. ** Every creature," or 
*'\vl»ole creation," then, does not mean all mankind here. 
The ninin point Mr. M. has pressed, is that I should tell him 
Mhat the word creature docs mean. This I have not seen 
proper to do, although I am well enough satisfied about ii. 
The reason I have not done it, was because it would only 
open the way for Mr. Man ford to lead off from the point at 
issue, in assailing a view of mine which does not relate to 
the (juesiion. The only thing we are concerned in w-hilein 
this argument, is whether it means all mankind. I have 
shown that it cannot have that meaning, and that is all thai 
is incumbent upon me. I have done this too so jn con trovert- 
ihly, that the gentleman has not attempted to examine one of 
my |)osiiions, from the first to the last. He has asserted in 
liis wholesale way, again and again, that "creation-'* in this 
j)assage means all mankind, but what has he done towards 
proving it ? (^r what has he done towards meeting my ob- 
jections ? 

Kui what was fatal to his theory was,' that I clearly show- 
ed that the 17ih verse makes glorification together with Jesus, 
in the coming world, conditional.! Beginning at verse 16, 
the apostle says, '* the spirit itself beareth witness with our 
spirit, that we are the children of God : and tf children, then 
heirs ; heirs of God, and joint heirs with Christ; if so be that 
we suffer with him; thut we may be glorified together.*' — 
Here then, from his own proof-te\j, he is^tranded, and eter- 
nal salvation is shown no be conditional. He has left his 
brethren to work their way oujt of this diffiouliy the best way 
they could. He has maintained profound silence. That 
was the best policy I 

4. His fourth proof-text was 1 Cor. 16. As I have al- 
ready reviewed the. argument on this passage, in the present 
speech, it will be unnecessary for me to repeat the review 
here in its regular order. I will simply observe, that in ad- 
dition to the review I titive already made on this point, I 
have referred to parallel passages, and shown that at the res- 
urrection some would come forth to a resurrection of damna- 
tion, that persons are to be recompensed at the resurrection 
of the just, and, as Rev. 20th, be judged at the resurrection. 
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To all these argumenia, bearing so directly on the point, the 
reply has been exceedingly faint. Indeed, it could not be 
otherwise. It b impossible to make something out of noth- 
ing. 

5. E^h. 1:10, was the fifth passage relied on by my friend, 
Mr. Manford. But these points should be established, before 
U will be in point. 1 . It must be shown that the words **ntight 
gather together" mean "shall gather together.*' t. It must 
be established that **gathered together" means saved. 3. It 
must be proved that **all things in Christ," means all things 
in the universe, or all things out of Christ, as well as all 
things in him. But on each of these important points he 
gives us nothing but assertion. How then does the passage 
prove his position ? It does not prove it at all. 

6. Some three passages were quoted to prove that Christ 
will draw all men untO'him,^but the words, "draw all men 
\into me,'! and the other similar passages quoted, are not ex- 
actly synonimous with "holy and happy." None of those 
passages say any thing about "finally holy and happy." Nor 
do they mean any such thing, and are therefore not to the 
point. 

7. Finally, the passage Ibund in Rev. 5r 13, is brought 
into the service. But in quming this passage, which describes 
what John saw after the Lamb had taken the book into hi^ 
hands to open the seals, and before^b^ opening of the seals, 
and applying it to the resurrection stfite, he cannot avoid 
granting that the opening of^he sealsl^s after what is de- 
scribed in vers^ 13. In thit> then, he has virtually admitted 
that the dteadful calamity, at the opening of the sixth seal, 
will be in the resurrection state-. Thus*endefl his triumphant 
proof of the finally holy and happy condition of all'mankind 
in the future state; 

In addition-to following him through, and taking from him^ 
every proof- text he has adduced, I have presented several 
counter proof-texts. The first of these is the "sin agaifist 
the' Holy Spirit." I believe he has done nothing on this pas- 
sage except to endorse a few words from Dr. A. Clarke. His 
quotation represents Clarke as saying "this world and that 
which is to come," means the Jewish age and the Christian 
age. Well, suppose ^ take him at^ his word ^ what then ? — 
Why, then the Savior says, "he who shall sin against the 
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Holy Spirit shall neither be forgiven in the Jewish age nor 
the Christian ago." If, then, a man was not forgiven in ibe 
Jewish age, and is not forgiven in the Christian age, where 
will he be forgiven ? But Mark has not so much as left him 
room for that little quibble. It is there said, "hath never for- 
giveness, but is in danger of eternal damnation/' How did 
he avoid the force of this language ? Why some one says 
that the passage is wanting in some ancient copy. That is 
exactly the way I would try to get over it, if I were deter- 
mined to preach Universalism right or wrong. I would come 
right up to the point at once, and deny the truth or the divine 
authority of all such passages. By this attempt he has vir- 
tually admitted that this passage disproves his position. 

I told you in the outset that he would explain the soul to 
be the life, before we were through- This he has now done, 
and thus represents the Redeeiner as saying "what shall it 
profit a man to gain the whole world and lose his life ? The 
soul, then, is nothing but the breath, as destructionists would 
say. But if the soul is the breath, or life, what means the 
other passages : "fear him who, after the body is killed, has 
power to destroy both soul and body in hell." Is this soul, 
that can be destroyed in hell after the body is killed, the life? 
If it is, that life may be punished in hell after the death of 
the body. 

But the gentleman allows that this passage simply asserts 
that God has power to destroy the soul and body in hell, after 
the body is killed. He admits^ then, that there is a hell in 
which the soul and body may be destroyed after death. — 
Very well ; we will put that down. But did Jesus teach us 
to fear where there was no danger ? If there is not the least 
danger of the soul and body being destroyed in hell after 
death, why fear God on account of his having the power to 
destroy? Here lies the difficulty. One passage asserts that 
certain characters shall never be for given ^ but ate in danger 
of eternal damnation ; another teaches that a man may lose 
his soul; and yet another teaches us to fear Him who, after 
the body is killed, has power to destroy the soul and the body 
in gehenna, 

I maintain that a mjan cannot be in danger of "eternal 
damnation," unless there vs aueVv i^. \\v\w^\q \i^ \v\ dojci^or of; 
and I maintain that a man cauuox \i^ Vvx ^^tv%^x qII\^\s^ 
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his soul unless there is such a thing ; and the soul and body 
will not be' destroyed in gehenna^ after death, unless there is 
such a place and such a thing. A man may, then, suffer that 
eternal damnation, which the- words of Jesus imply — 
that he hath never forgiveness ; and the soul may be lost, 
hoth soul and body being destroyed in keJly after the death of 
the body. 

I declare to yoil, my hearers and neighbors, aftei? applying 
my mind to the study of the Scriptures for many years, and 
now reflecting upon them in the most solemn manner, that 
should I, at death, go into eternity convinced that I was the 
very person to whom such language applied, I would have 
no more hope of escaping* the fierceness and wrath of Al- 
mighty Gfod, than I would have, should our circuit judge law- 
fully pronounce the sentence upon me that 1 should hang 
till I was dead, dead, of escaping that sentence. Indeed, I 
should not have so much hope, for some do escape such sen- 
tences as that just mentioned; but from the all-seeing eye of 
God's irrevocable justice there is no escape. No deceit or 
hypocrisy will escape ; no cunning and crafty being will be . 
able to avoid justice'^ 

You have now heard us patiently through on two proposi- 
tions. The only decision you are called upon to make, ht 
sioiply to. decide for yourselves in such a way as you will 
not have reason to repent of, when .you come to die, and at 
the judgment-seat of Christ. Rememl)er that the Infallible 
word of God promises that if youdo his commandments, are 
faithful unto death, you shall enter by the gates into ihe city, 
and have a right to the tree of life, and go out no more for- 
ever and ever. Is the ingratitude of your heart such as not 
to be willing to enjoy happiness forever, simply because G^d * 
requires you to obey him l Then must you be punished. — 
Even the oiightiest spirit that burns before tlie eternal throne, 
has to move in perfect subordination to ihh will of Cjod. — 
Even Jftsus, the express image of the invisible God, in whom 
all the fulness of the God-head dwells bodily, became a little 
lower than the angels, became obedient unto death, arid 
learned obedience in the things which he suffered ; and be- 
came the author of eternal salvation to all them that obey 
him. Will you take his example, and \eaiu o^ \vv«\ ^Vsi\^ 
meek and lowly, and ^nd TG9X to your aouV'\ ^'>Xv.^Qvyx^- 
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member that this is the love of God that you keep his com* 
mandments? If you will, the veracity of his word is pledged 
that you shall be saved. On the other hand, if you feel a 
spirit of irreconciiiation to God, and join in \icious language 
relative to the very words of Scripture, such as "infernal 
doctrine of tormenting and burning,'' as you have heard on 
the present occasion, you may expect to be subdued by the 
"fiery indignation which shall devour the adversaries."— 
"Vengeance is mine, I will repay, saith the Lord." And 
again, "The Lord shall judge his people." Yes, and he 
will punish the rebellious with that "sorer punishment than 
death widioui mercy," which Mr. Manford has failed to poim 
out in this life, and which no man can find short of destroy- 
ing the soul and body in gehenna, after death. 

If 1 have in any thing trespassed in referring to any poin^ 
which I ought not in my closing speech, 1 am perfectly wil- 
ling that Mr. Manford shall bring it up on to-morrow. 

[ Time expired.^ 
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PROPOSLTION III. 

DO THE SCRIPTURES TEACH THAT THOSE WHO DIE IN DISO- 
BEDIENCE TO THE GOSPEL, WILL SUFFER ENDLESS PUNISH- 
MENT ? 

MR. FRANKLIN'S FIRST SPEECH. 

Respected Audience : 

The subject we are to discuss to-day is one of fearful mag- 
nitude, and 1 hope, as has been the case with Uie proposi- 
tions already discussed, we shall have your most profound 
attention. My opponent will certainly admit, if I 41m right 
in the position 1 am now about to defend, that all men should 
know it. You are simply requested, then, to lay aside all pre- 
possessions toouching the matter in debate, and let us hear 
honestly what the Lord our God has said, touching this 
great question. We are not here to teach the bible, or rather 
the Author of the bible, what he ought to teach, or what is 
befitthig his character ; but we are here to hear what he does 
teach, and bow submissively, to his authority. Without de- 
taining you, 1 will proceed at once to read our proposition. It 
reads as follows : 

Do the Scriptures teach that those who die injlisohedience 
to the gospel J will suffer endless punishment] 1 affirm, my 
friend denies. 

Although we have a new proposition, placing me in the 
affirmative, we have no new subject. Our object in having 
different propositions is simply to elicit argument on all the 
different points of dispute between usj. It is the object of 
my friend to prove that all the wicked will be saved, and it is 
my object to disprove iX, The object of g\\\Kg^T£v^\!afc^^v 
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mative, if I understand it, is that 1 may lead in the argu- 
ment and introduce all the arguments, I shall be able to 
introduce, in the short time allotted to us. In order to do 
this, I shall argue three proppsitions, each of which bears 
directly upon the point before us. 1. I shall labor to show 
that those who die in disobedience to the gospel will not be 
saved. 2. 1 shall endeavor to show that they will be pun- 
ished after death. 3. 1 shall strive to show that this punish- 
ment will be endless. 

Although I expect to establish each of these positions be- 
yond a reasonable doubt, 1 will observe, that should I simply 
establish any one of them, it ruins the doctrine of my friend, 
and no argument from any other quarter can save it. With- 
out further ceremony, 1 shall proceed lo the subject in hand. 

1 . The first passage to which your attention is invited is 
Matt. 7: 13, 14. **Entcr ye in at the strait gate: forwideis 
the gate, and broad is the way that leadeth to destruction, 
and many there be which go in thereat : because strait is 
the^gate, and narrow is the way which leadeth unto life, and 
few there be that fmd it." In connection with this I will read 
its parallel, Luke 13: 23-29. **Then said one unto him, 
Lord, are there few that be saved? And he said unto them, 
strive to enter in at the straight gate ; for many, 1 say unto 
you, will seek to enter in, and shall not be able. When once 
the master of the house is risen up and hath shut to the door, 
and ye begin to stand without and to knock at the door, say- 
ing, Lord, Lord, open unto us : and he shall answer and say 
unto you, I I^now you not whence ye are ; then shall ye be- 
gin to say. We have eaten and drunk in thy presence, and 
thou hast taught in our streets. But he shall say, I tell you, 
1 know you not whence ye are : depart from me all ye work- 
ers of iniquity. There shall be weeping and gnashing of 
teeth, when ye shall see Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and 
all the prophets, in the kingdom of God, and you yourselves 
thrust out. And they shall come from the east, and from the 
west, and from the north, and from^ the south, and shall sit 
down in the kingdom of God." 

It appears from these passages that some, like our Univer- 
salian friends, enquired, "Lord, are there few that be saved ?" 
To this the Savior responded affirmatively, and solemnly 
charged them to "strive to erUer in at the strait gate.^ In the 
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place of impressing this upon your minds, my opponent con- 
tends that all will enter in, whether they strive or not. But why 
are they charged to strive to enter in? The Lord answers : 
"When once the master of the house is risen up and hath 
shut to the door, and ye begin to stand without, and to knock 
at the door, saying, Lord, Lord,. open unto us, and he shall 
answer and say unto you, I know you not whence ye are." — 
But, as if this were not sufficient to forever blast all hope of 
entering, he commands them to strive to enter in at the strait 
gate , "for many, I say unto you, will seek to enter in and 
shall not be able." 

The gentleman cannot find the kingdom on this earth where 
the master has risen up and shut to the door, and persons 
stand without seeking to enter in and are not able. The door 
has never been shut since the Lord had a kingdom on the 
earth, and the master has never rejected any who seek to en- 
ter in, or commanded any such to depart as workers of ini- 
quity. But his language now is, " he that seeketh, findeth, 
and he that knockelh it shall he opened unto him,'''' But, 
when once the master of the house has risen up and shutjo 
the door, and those who did not strive to enter in at the strait 
gate, while he said, "whosoever will, let him come," will stand 
without the door and knock, saying. Lord, Lord, open unto 
us, and will not be able tcr enter in. Not only so, but they 
shall be thrust out, with the terrible sentence from the lips 
of Jesus, " Depart, ye workers of iniquity. " He also 
adds, "and you shall see Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and 
all the prophets, in the kingdom of God, and yourselves 
thrust out." Will he point us to the time and the place when 
and where all this has taken place, or is to take place, this 
side of the resurrection of the dead? . I think not. If he 
does not, his cause is gone. No argument from any other 
part of the word of God can save it. 

2. My second argument is drawn from several scriptures, 
which I shall now proceed to introduce. Matt 6: 19, the 
Lord says, "Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon the 
earth, where moth and ruot doth corrupt and where thieves 
break through and steal : but lay up for yourselves treasures 
in heaven, where neither moth nor rust doth corrupt, and 
where thieves do not breakthrough and steal." Heaven^and 
earth are here contrasted. Earth's treasures may be moth- 
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eaten, corrupted, and stolen ; but the treasures of heaven are 
not liable to these evils. Thd treasure which cannot be 
moth-eaten, corrupted, or stolen, is the treasure we are com- 
manded to lay up in heaven. But my friend is here to-day 
to prove that all will have treasure in heaven^ whether they 
lay it up or not. This I deny ; and contend that, in order to 
secure lasting treasures in heaven we are to lay them up 
there. 

The same doctrine is taught in the following : " Charge 
them that are rich in this world that they be not high-minded, 
nor trust in uncertBun riches, but in the living God, who giv- 
eth us richly all things to enjoy ; that they do good, that they 
be rich in good works, ready to distribute, willing to commu- 
nicate ; laying up in store for themselves a ^ood foundation 
against the time to come, that they may lay hold of eternal 
life." 1 Tim. 6: 17-19. 

This passage is very definite. The apostle specifies some 
of the things to be done, and points out the object to be 
gained by it. That the good works of which he speaks, 
were to be done in this life, is as clear as language can make 
it ; and in the place of teaching that the good man's reward 
is received as he goes along, as my friend leaches, he urges 
the necessity of doing these good works, to secure a good 
foundation against the time to comq, that they may lay hold 
ou eternal life. The eternal life, of which he here speaks, 
cannot be any thing enjoyed in this world, for the persons 
concerning whom, the directions Were given, were christians, 
and as such were already in the enjoyment, of all the 
life and blessings of this world, that could be secured by a 
being in Christ; and as such are commanded to do good 
works, thus laying up in store for themselves a good founda- 
tion, against the time to come, that tl^ey may lay hold 
oh eternal life. How strange it is, in view of this plain 
passage, that my friend should contei>d, that all men will 
have a good foundation against the time to coine,and eternal 
life, whether they do what is here enjoined or not. 

Another passage of scripture bearing on this same point, 
reads as follows ; "If ye then be risen with Christ, seek 
those ihings which are above, where Christ siiteth on the 
right hand of God." — Col. 3: 1. Now, the apostle is here 
speaking to his brethren in Chtvav., ^v\d cQw^Qo^iienily in 
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the enjoyment of all the blessings pertaining to christians in 
ihis life. These persons, he commands to "seek those 
things which are above." But as if this were not suffi- 
ciently definite, he specifies where the things are, by saying 
"where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God." Did 
the appostle command them to seek for those things, know* 
ing that they could be had without seeking as well as with ? 

Again, the same apostle says, "To them who, by patient 
continuance in well doing, seek for glory and honor and im- 
mortality, eternal life." — Rom. S: 7. It is the business 
of my friend, on this occasion, to show that those also 
who do not seek for glory and honor and immortality, 
shall have eternal life. But here glory and honor and 
immortality are to be sought, in order to obtain eternal 
life. "To them who by patient continuance in welldoing, 
seek for glory and honor and immortality, eternal life." 

Once more, "He that overcoraeth shall be clothed in 
white raiment; and I will not blot his name out of the book 
of life, but will confess his name before my Father, and 
before his angels." — Rev. 3: 6. . "To him that overcometh, 
will I grant to sit with me in my throne, even as I also over- 
came, and am set down with ray Father, in His throne." — 
Rev. 3; 21. Now, think of the converse of the language 
just read. It would read thus : "He that does not over- 
come, shall net be clothed in white raiment, and his name 
shall be blotted out of the book of life, and I will not confess 
his name before my Father, and before his angels, and 
he shall not sit down with me in my throne, as I have 
sat down in my Father's throne." But Universalism teacher 
that all shall be clothed in white raiment, and not have their 
names blotted out of the book of life, but be confessed before 
the Father and his angels, and sit down with Jesua in 
his throne, as he has sat down in his Father's throi>e^ 
whether they overcome in this life or not. 

"The Lord says, "He that believeih not the Son, shall noil^ 
see life ; but the wrath of God abidipth on him." — John 
3: 36. This passage being true, my first position is sus- 
tained beyond the possibility of a reasonable doubt. Hy 
refusing to believe the Son of God, it is here positively 
asserted, that "he shall not see life-, bvx\ \\vft Hi\^\'a. ^^ 
4Crod abideth on him." 

16 



242 TITEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION. 

1 shall now call your attention to the epistle to the Hobs.: 
•*For if the word spoken by angels was stedfast, and even' 
transgression and disobedience received a just recompense 
of reward, how shall we escape, if we neglect so great sal- 
vation ; which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord, 
and was confirmed unto us by them that heard him." — Heb. 
2: 2, 3. I quote this passage simply to show you thai 
the Lord will certainly execute his punishment, whatever ii 
may be, and that there is no escape for him who shall die in 
disobedience. 

Speaking of the Israelites and their falling in the wilder- 
ness, the Lord says, '*I swear in my wrath, they shall 
not enter into my rest." — Heb. 3: 11. The gentleman 
is much in the habit of speaking of the oath of God 
to Abraham, and I hope he will give due attention to this oaih. 
And what was it called forth this dreadful oath ? This is ex- 
plained in the verse preceding the one just quoted. The 
Lord says, •'Wherefore, 1 was grieved with that generation, 
and said, they do always err in their heart ; and they have 
not known my ways; so I swear in my wrath, they shall not 
enter into my rest." The apostle then exhorts the brethren 
to take heed, lest there be in any of you an evil heart of un- 
belief, in departing from the living God." "For," says 
he, "we are made pferiakerfe with Christ, if we hold the 
beginning of our confidence stedfast unto the end." He con- 
tinues in another verse : "So we see that they could not enter 
in because of unbelief. Let us, therefore fear, lest a prom- 
ise being left us of entering into his rest, any of you should 
seem to come short of it." From this it is clear, that 
we must give heed to our conduct, or fail to enter into 
the rest remaining for the people of G^d. If any man 
comes short of entering into that rest, can he be saved? 
Yet the gentleman will contend that all will enter in, whether 
they "fear" or not. 

Still further on this point, let me read : "For it is impos- 
sible for those who were once enlightened, and have tasted of 
the heavenly gift, and were made partakers of the Holy 
Ghost, and have tasted the good word of God, and the pow- 
ers of the world to come, if they shall fall away, to renew 
ihem again unto repentance-, aee\t\^ \V\e>j ^i^vxcUy to them- 
/selves, the Son of God eifxeaYv, «iTv<i ^\x\ \vvn\ \o «». ^^ts^ 
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shame." — Heb. 6: 4, 6. On this very clear and explicit 
statement of the holy apostle, he proceeds to comment as 
follows: "For the earth which drinketh in the rain that 
Cometh oft upon it, and bringeth forth herbs meet for 
them by whom^t is dressed, and receiveth blessings from 
God : but that which beareth thorns and briers is rejected ; 
whotfe end is to be burned." — Heb. 6 : 7, 8. This passage 
needs but little comment. It shows that a man may get into 
such a condition, that it will be impossible to renew him unto 
repentance, and be as the thorns and briers, whose end is to be 
burned. . It will certainly take strong argument to show that 
a man will be saved, whom it is " impossible to renew again 
unto repentance," and " whose end is to be burned." You 
can not find the end of a man, short of his last state, and if 
that is to be Burned, how can he be saved 1 

But 1 must quote the Apostle still further, especially as our 
Universalian friends think he Vas a Universalist. He says, 
** If we sin wilfully ailer that we have received the knowledge 
of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins, but a 
certain fearful looking for of judgment, and firey indignation 
which shall devour the adversaries." Heb. 10 : 36,27. The 
Apostle here again gives us his own comment. He says, 
" He that despised Moses' law died without mercy under two 
or three witnesses : of how much sorer punishment, suppose 
ye, shall he be thought worthy, who hath trodden under foot 
the Son of God, and hath counted the blood of the covenant, 
wherewith he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done 
despite unto the Spirit of grace ? For we know Him that hath 
said, Vengeance belongeth unto me, I will recompence saith 
the Lord. And again, The Lord shall judge his peeple. It 
is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God." ' 
From this passage you will see, that a man may get into such 
a condition, by wilful sin, after he comes to the knowledge of 
the truth, that there remains no more sacrifice for his sins. — 
Unless then he can be saved without the sacrifice of Christ, he 
cannot be saved. Not only so, but he is to be punished with a 
sorer punishment than death without mercy. This cannot be 
found in this life. Death without mercy is the sorest punish- 
ment any man can suffer in this life. Yet the punishment of 
which the Apostle speaks is sorer than dealYv va^ovsXxcwetc^ - 

Jn the 38th verse of the same chapter, \ve ^«:^^, "*'»'^^>h ^^ 
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just shall live by faith : but if any man draw back, my soul 
shall iiave no pleasure in hun." Can a man be saved in whom 
God will have no pleasure ? But he continues : " Follow 
peace with all men, and holiness, without which no man shall 
see the Lord : looking diligently lest any man fail of the grace 
of God ; lest any root of bitterness springing up trouble yoii, 
and thereby many be defiled ; lest there may be any fornicator, 
or profane person, as Esau, who for one morsel of meat sold 
his burth -right. For ye know how that aflerward when he 
would have inherited the blessing, he was rejected : for he 
found no place for repentance, though he sought it carefully 
wiih tears." Heb. 12: 14-17. From this passage we learn 
that a man may get into such a condition as tq be denied the 
privilege of seeing the Lord, and fail of the grace of God, and 
find no place for repentance, though he should seek it with tears. 
Can such an one possibly be saved ? 

Jude gives us thefoUowing graphic description of certa in 
characters : " These are spots in your feasts of charity, when 
ihey feast with you, feeding themselves without fear ; clouds 
they are without water, carried about of winds ; trees whose 
fruit withers, without fruit, twice dead, plucked up by the 
roots ; raging waves of the sea, foaming out their own shame; 
wandering stars, to whom is reserved the blackness of dark- 
jiess forever." Jude 12, 13. Who ever knew a tree twice 
dead, and plucked up by the roots, that ever lived again.— 
How can a man be happy for whom the blackness of darkness 
is reserved forever? 

But let us hear the divine spirit of prophecy, at the close of 
the holy book. **If any man shall add unto these things, God 
shall add unto him the plagues that are written in this book : 
and if any man shall take away from the words of-the book of 
this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the book 
of life, and out of the holy city, and from the things whieh are 
written in this book." Rev. 22 : 18, 19. Now is it possible 
for any man to be saved, after the plagues spoken of in this 
book are added to him, and his part is taken out of the book 
of life, and the things written therein, and out of the holy city? 
Surely not. 

Now I ask, in the name of all reason, and in view of tlie 
candar and faithfulness, a^ vf^Vl ^s \k^ m^exYblUty of ifher Al- 
tnighty, is it po^siblt for any man to be sa'\>ed»,\4\vQ\v^%\^SN5&- 
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ed to " lay up treusures in heaven" — refused to " seek tbos^ 
things which are above, where Christ sitteth on the right hand 
of God" — would not " follow peace and holiness, without 
which no man shall see the Lord" — utterly failed to "lay up 
a good founclation against the time to come, that he may lay 
hold on eternal life" — positively refused to "fear lest a prom- 
ise being left us of entering into his rest, any of you should 
seem to come short of it" — who wpuld not "strive to overcome, 
as Jesus overcame, and thus sit down with his Father in his 
throne" — the man whom it "is impossible to renew again un- 
to repentance," and who has "failed of the grace of God" — 
"whose end is destruction" — for whom " there is no more 
sacrifice for sin" — a man in whom "God will have no pleas- 
ure" — a "raging wave of the sea, foaming out his own shame" 
— a "tree twice dead, and plucked up by the roots, for whom 
is reserved the blackness of darkness forever" — for whom 
nothing remains but "a certain fearful looking for of judgment, 
and firey indignation which shall devour the adversaries" — 
whose part is taken out of the book of life, and out of the holy 
city, and the things written in the book" — who shall suffer a 
"sorer punishment than death without mercy," for whom there 
is "no repentance" though sought with tears, and who shalF 
stand without and knock at the door, after the master shall 
have risen up and shut it to, and cry, " Lord, Lord, open 
unto us," and to whom the Lord will say, " Depart ye work 
ers of iniquity, I never knew you," and who shall be "thrust 
out into outer darkness," — I say, is it possible such an one 
ever can be saved ? If so, then human speech is incapable 
of expressing any thing but salvation, for such language is 
just as far from salvation as it can be. Truly is it "a fearful 
thing to fell into the hands of the living God!" 

I hope my friend will give us his best solution of these mat- 
ters, that I may have a fair opportunity to refute his best ar- 
guments. {Time expired.] 
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Hearers: 

I ceria'niy agree with Mr. Franklin, that if his proposiiidn 
be true all' should know it. There should not be the 
least room left whereon to found a doubt. But so far is this 
from being the case, that thousands and tens of thousands. of 
candid and prayerful readers of the Bible, do not believe that 
it teaches any such doctrine. Many orthodox Divines have ' 
admitted that the doctrine of after death punishment was not 
revealed for nearly 4000 years ! The different notions that 
are entertained with regard to the do^^nia of ceaseless tor- 
ture, would lead us to doubt in this matter. One eminent 
Divine tells that the place of this punishment is in one of 
the cornels; another that it is in the bowels of the earth; 
another that it is in the sun ; and some cry out one thing and 
some another! The different opinions held with reference 
to the mode of this torture, form a conglomerated and hete- 
rogeneous mass of contradictions and absurdities. The very 
passages which my friend thinks so plainly leaches his doc- 
trine, are not so imderstood by the best orthodox commenta- 
tors that have ever written ! ! 

Mr. Franklin says thai we have not come here to teach 
the author of the Bible, on what is " befiting his character." 
He wishes, you will observe, to avoid saying that the doe- 
tnne of remediless and ceaseless torture is consistent with 
the character of a God of infinite compassion and undying 
love. Aye, he knows that it is not. He knows that to affirm 
it, would shock the feelings and common sense of all his 
hearers. What! is it *' bofiting the character" of a God, 
whose *' lender mercies are over all his works," to torture 
his own offspring thoughout the never ending ages of eterni- 
ty 1 No, my friend will not say this. But nevertheless he 
seems determined, by a perverted use of the scriptures, to 
support his horrid theory, even though the character of God 
should suffer by ii ! ! 

B'js first proof-text is Mavt. T i V^, \^, %.^^ w^ Y^x-^iX^^ 
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Xuke 13: 23-29. I am astonished that he should suppose 
this passage relates lo the eternal world. One remark of 
our Savior proves that Mr. F. misunderstands the passage.^ — 
** There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth, when ye 
(the wicked Jews he was addressing) shall see Abraham, 
and Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets, in the kingdom 
of God, and ye yourselves thrust ouL^* The Jews our 
Lord was addressing either were or would be in the king- 
dom, and would be thrust out of it, and consequently if this 
kingdom is in th3 future state; if it is in heaven, those Jews 
would go to heaven, remain there awhile and then be cast 
out I We are charged with believing that men go to heaven 
in their sins, which we deny; but if Mr. F.'s views of this 
passage are correct, he must admit that the ungodly Jews, 
the persecutors and murderers of the Son of God, were to 
enter that ^yorld of purity and bliss, and after remaining there 
awhile were to be cast out! I defy him to avpid this con- 
clusion if the kingdom spoken of there is heaven. It must 
be evident to every bible reader, that the kingdom here spo- 
ken of was established on the earth. Jesus tells where this 
is in plain term^. ''The kingdom of God cometh not with 
observation. Neither shall he say, Lo, here ! or Lo, there! 
for, behold the kingdom of God is within //r>M,*' or more 
properly rendered, is about you. But 1 need not multiply 
passages on this subject, for every one who has looked into 
the Bills, well knows, that the kingdom of heaven wa^ estab- 
lished in the earth. The New Testament is full of proof 
of this fact. The Jews were once in the kingdom, hence 
they were called the chosen, the elect, the saved, a holy- 
people, the servants of God, a kingdom of priests, the house 
of God ; but they fell from their high estate, became cor- 
rupt, and were cast out of this kingdom. Jesus when he 
was on earth told them that " the kingdom should be taken 
from them and given to the Gentiles " and this was done in 
a few years after. They were to be cast but into outer dark- 
ness. Observe, the outer darkness was in the same world 
the kingdom was, and consequently that was on earth too. — 
The Jews were children of light, but they were to be chil- 
dren of darkness. Darkness is here put as a metaphor for 
ignorance and unbelief, and has not respect to a place of 
sin and misery in the future world. \N\\o\v^^ ^^\n^\^\ 
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US from the powet of darkness." Col. 1: 13. "Bring them 
that set in darkness out of the prison house." Isa. 42: 7. 
•*Thc people that sat in darkness have seen a great light; 
they that dwell in the land of th« shadow of death, on them 
hath the light shined." Isa. 9: 2. '* I will make darkness 
light before them." Isa. 43: 16 Besides it is said, " He 
sitteth an end to darkness." Job 28: 3. And yet Mr. F. 
thinks it will never end ! The Jews ever since they were 
thrust out of the kingdom have been in darness — in sin and 
unbelief. The door of the kingdom has been shut against 
them. As Paul says, "God has concluded them all in un- 
belief" Rom. 11: 32. It is the decree of the Almighty 
that they shall remain in unbelief ** until the fulness of the 
Gentiles be coma in." Verse 25. 

What is the strait gate 1 From the preceding verse 
we learn : "Therefore, all things whatever ye would that 
men do to you, do ye even to them ; for this is the law and 
the prophets." Says Dr. Clark, "the words in the original 
are very emphatic: enter in (to- the kingdom of God,) 
through THIS strait gate, i. e. of doing to every one as 
you would ho should do to you ; for this seems to 
bo the strait gate which our Lord alludes to." This is 
the way to the kingdom and to life. "Whoso findeth me, 
findeth life.," — Prov. 8: 36. "In the way of righteousness 
is life." — 12: 28. It is true that but few enter this strait gate 
into "the kingdom of God, righteousness, joy and peace 
in the Holy Ghost," and enjoy its life and glory ; and if the 
passage refers to the future state, but few will be saved, and 
many be damned ; heaven will be nearly empty, while hell 
will be crowded ; Christ will receive but a small portion 
of mankind, while the devil will get nearly ^'all . This fol- 
lows, if the passage relates to the eternal world — if the 
kingdom is heaven, and the outer darkness is hell. Mr. 
Franklin, will you tell us if you believe the few will be 
saved in eternity, and the many be damned endlessly ? 

With regard to Matt. 6: 19, 1 believe we should lay up treas- 
ure in heaven, and I have not, as he says, "come heie 
to prove that all will have the treasure spoken of there, 
whether they lay them up or not. He had better keep on 
the side of truth. Mr. F. must h^ivc bi k<b^w e'^e^ to find the 
doctrine of endless damnauotv '\tv \ T\wv. ^\ Vi>\^. ^^s>^ 
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told Timothy to charge his hearers "to lay up in store 
for themselves, a good foundation against the time to come, 
thai they may lay hold on eternal life." I do not see how 
this can be made to refer to the eternal world. Can we not 
lay in store blessings for time to come, and enjoy them in this 
world ? But says my friend, "the eternal life cannot be any 
thing enjoyed in this world, for the persons concerning 
whom the directions were given, were christians, and conse- 
q jently were then in the enjoyment of all the life and bless- 
ings that the gospel affords, in this world." Not quite so fast, 
I supposed Timothy, like modern preachers, now and then 
preached to sinners, those who had not laid in store for time lo 
come, those who were not enjoying all the life and blessings of 
the gospel. No doubt the life spoken of in the passage, is the 
life of faith in the Son of God. Jesus says, "He that 
believeth on me, hath everlasting life." It is " strange," my 
friend should falsely charge me with contending "that all will 
have the good foundation and eternal life", spoken of there, 
** whether they do what is here enjoined or not:" I again 
express a hope that hereafter, ho will have a little more regard 
for truth. Paul, in Col. 3: 1, jells his brethren to seek 
the things above, meaning the christian graces ; and 1 woTild 
say the same to saint and sinner. Who is in possession of all 
the riches of Christ? The most spiritual should continue to 
seek for the treasures of heaven, should "grow in grace," 
should work out their salvation, for when they discontinue 
working, they cease to enjoy the salvation. But, says Mr. F. 
the apostle and his brethren in Christ, were in the enjoyment 

,of all the blessings pertaining to the christian in this life! 

/rhat is a new item in religion. Why then did Peter require - 
his.brethren to*grow in grace arid in the knowledge of our 
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ." — 2 Peter 3:18. It is said 
that Christ, "was full of grace and truth," but l^pprehend that 
tho best of us have but a small portion of that grace 
and truth. 

I shall pass Rom. 2: 7, with this question, and will thank 
him to answer it : Can immortality beyond the grave be ob- 
tained by seeking it ? 

I believe that he only, who "overcometh" will "be clothed 

in a white raiment," and have his name"\Tv\Vv^V>QQ.V.c>C\\fe" 

and he pormhtod xo set on the " ti\ror\e" ix\\^ \^ w^^^"s»S\^^«x 
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docs not teach to the contrary. Do you know, Mr. F., ibat 
it is said in this Book, "Thou shall not bear false wit- 
ness against thy neighbor." 

The passage from John 3: 3G, is the only passage my 
friend has introduced, that conveys the idea of time in 
connection with punishment ; but a sinnple reading of the 
whole verse, will be sufficient. 

**He that believeth on the Son hath {not will have) ever- 
lasting life. And he that believeth not the Son shall not see 
life ; but the wrath of God abideth (not will abide) on him." 
Mr. Franklin thinks because "the wrath of God abideth*' on 
some in this world that it will endlessly abide on them ! But 
what saith the word of God ? " For I am merciful, saith the 
Lord, and will not keep anger forever." — Jeremiah iii. 12.— 
"For I will not contend forever, neither will I always be wroth; 
for the spirit should fail before me, and the souls which I have 
made." — Isaiah 67: 16. "He will not always chide, neither 
will he keep his anger forever." — Psalms ciii. 9. "For his 
anser endureth but for a moment." — Psalms xxx. 5. On the 
other hand we read that " His mercy endureth forever."— 
Psalms cvi. 1 . Forty-two times is this expressly asserted in 
the sacred volume. 

Heb. ii. 2, 3. Why my friend should adduce this passage 
1 cannot conceive. It teaches that, under the Old Dispensa- 
tion, "every transgression and disobedience had received a 
just recompense of reward." And says the apostle, " how 
shall we escape if we neglect so great salvation!" Escape 
what? Why, receiving " a just recompense of reward for 
every transgression and disobedience. " And this recom- 
pense will be according to our deeds. 

Heb. iii. 1 1 . Thit passage is easily understood. The 
land of Palestine is used as an emblem for the kingdom of 
God. As some of the Israelites were not permitted to enter 
into their land of rest on account of their disobedience and 
unbelief; so, for the same reason, some will never enter into 
the gospel kingdom. But "we," says Paul, "which have be- 
lieved DO (not will) enter into rest." 

Heb. vi. 4: 8. On this passage I will quote Dr. Clai-ke. — 
'* Is nigh to cursing: it is acknowledged, almost on all hands, 
that this epistle was written before the destruction bf Jerusa- 
lem by the Romans. This verse is, in my opinion, a proof 
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of it ; and here I suppose the apostle refers to the approach' 
ing destruction^ and perhaps he has this all along in his 
view, but speaks of it covertly, that he might not give <>ffence." 
Dr. Clarke then goes on to say that **there is a good sense 
in which all these things maybe applied to the Jews at large;" 
and after making this application, and showing in what man- 
ner all the apostle says was true of them, he closes by saying 
that this nation "was nigh unto cursing — about to be cast on 
from the divine protection, and their city and temple were 
shortly to be burned up by the Roman armies. Thus the 
apostle, under the case of individuals, points out the des- 
truction that was to come upon this people in general, and 
which actually took place about seven years after the writing 
of this epistle. And this appears to be the very subject which 
the apostle has in view in the parallel solemn pasages, chap. 
X. 26-13; and viewed in this light, much of their obscurity 
and'difficulty vanishes away." — Com. in co. My friend says 
that we "cannot find the end of man short of his last state !" 
Astounding discovery ! ! And he adds, **if the last state of 
man is to be burned, how can he be saved?" Solomon says 
that "the house of mourning is the end of all men^ 

According . to Mr. Franklin, mourning is the last state of 
all men, and they cannot hope to be saved from it ! Solomon 
simply means that the house of mourning, or death, is the 
end of all men on earth. So the apostle only means that 
death by burning is to end the career on earth of some 
of whom he was writing. To what sickly sophisms will not 
men resort to bolster up a weak cause? 

Heb. X. 24-31. On this passage I will quote the com- 
ments of Lightfoot and Hammond. 

LiGHTFOOT. — ,* Now, what is meant by cutting offf If you 
ask some, they will put a sense of their own upon one phrase , 
and tell you it means a cutting off from the congregation and 
public assemblies, by excommunication. But ask the Jews, 
to and among whom the thing was spoken, what it means in 
their common speech and acceptation, and they will tell you, 
cutting off means death hy the hands of heaven, death or 
destruction by the hand of God ; interpreting the matter to 
this purpose, that if a person sinned wilfully and presumptu- 
ously, there was no sin-offering allowed in that case ; but the 
party, so offending, fell immediately under liableness to di- 
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vine vengeance, to be destroyed, or cut off, by tbe hand of 

heavon. 

** And 'this interpretation of the phrase of cutting o/, the 
apostle dnth justity in that passage, (Heb. x. 26,) "If »f 
sin wilfully, after we have received the knowledge of the truth, 
there remaineth no more sacrifice for sin; but a certain fear- 
ful looking for of judgment," etc. — Sermon on 1 John v. 16. 

It will be noticed that this is not a regular commentary on 
the text, but it is an incidental remark, occurring in the illus- 
tration of another passage. Yet, it is not less valuable on 
that account; for the writer distinctly asserts, that this text 
ought to be interpreted according to the principles he had 
laid down. 

Hamhtond. — ** The day ajjjiroaching^ v. 25, the notion 
of the day of Christ, and day and coming of Christ, and 
kingdom of God, and many the like, signifying the destruc- 
tion of the Jews, hath beon often mentioned. The ouier 
phrases have been gathered together from their dispersions 
through this bodv. Note on Ma*t. 3: 2, 24: 3, &c. Now 
for this phrase, day, or day of Christ, although somewhat 
hath been said on Rom. 13: 12, yet now more fully it must 
be explained. The force of the phrase may appear, Zech. 
14: 1 : 'Behold the day of the Lord cometh, and 1 will 
gather all naifons against Jerusalem to battle, and the 
city shall b(5 taken,' &c. And so in many places in the Old 
Testament: and accordingly in the New, Luke 17: 24, the 
Son of Man in his day, that is when he comes to destroy Je- 
rusalem ; and so. Malt. 24: 36, of that day and hour, that is, 
the punctual time of this destruction, (not of the day of the 
last judgment, but of somewhat that was to come in that age, 
ver. 34,) knows no man. So, Luke 17: 30, the day wherein 
the Son of Man shall be revealed ; and verse 21, in that day, 
and 19: 49, the days shall come in which thy enemies shall 
cast a trench. So, Acts 2: 20, the great and conspicuous day 
of the Lord, from which none of the Jews should escape, but 
only the believers. In which place, as it is cited out of Joel, 
it is observable that there is the first mention of the last days, 
ver. 17, (which as the Jews render the days of the Messias, 
so Peter interprets the time after the resurrection of Christ, 
in which the spirit was poured out,) then of this great day, 
ycrse 39, which is, as it were, the last of the last, forty years 
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after his resurrection, in which Judeawas to be laid waste. — 
So 1 Cor. 1: 8, the day of the Lord Jesus, agreeable to the 
revelation of the Lord Jesus, v. 12; both of them denoting 
this time of judgment on unbelievers, and deliverance of the 
faithful. See also chap. 3: 13. So Thess. 5, as times and 
seasons, v. 1, refer to this matter, (as the time is come, Esk. 
2: 7,)»so, the day of the Lord cometh as a thief, v. 2, {i\\e 
same that is said of it, 2. Peter, 3: 10.) belongs to this matter 
also. So, 2 Thess. 2: 10, in that day. So here, the day ap- 
proaching, as Luke 2: 8, the season approaching, or as Joel 
2: 1, the day of the Lord is come, it is nigh at hand. So the 
day dawning, 2 Pet. 1 : 19, is that day of judgment to the 
Jews, deliverance to the believeirs among them.'' Cappe and 
Whitby agree with this interpretation. * 

I have quoted these lengthy notes for the information of 
the hearer, not to meet any argument which my friend has 
brought from the passage under consideration, for the dura- 
tion of punishment. 

"To whom is reserved the blackness of darkness forever." 
Mr. Franklin asks how a man can be happy for whom is re- 
served the blackness of darkness forever? I shall answer 
this question by asking another. If it is true that Jonah was 
in the whale's belly forever, how did he get to Nineveh af- 
terwards ? 

I did indeed look for a better effort from my friend. But 
he bas scarcely brought forward a single passage, which 
speaks of the diiration of punishment, which is the matter 
in dispute. And I now say to him that 1 shall pay but little 
attention to those passages whicli are not to the point. 

Mr. Franklin has divided his proposition into three pans ; 

this is absolute nonsense ! He is to prove, if he can, that a 

part — tlie much greater part ! ! — of God's own offspring will 

-suffer the pangs of unceasing torture; and he need not attempt 

to escape this issue by subtle (?) divisions of his proposition? 

I shall occupy the rest of my time in making some objec- 
tions to the doctrine of endless torment : 

1. It makes God the Author of an infinite evil. Misery 
is evil. The idea of misery infinite in duration, pre-suppo- 
ses the idea of infinite evil. No finite being can be the cause 
of infinite evil. God is the only infinite being in the uni- 
verse. If, therefore, infinite evil does exist, its existence 
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must be referred to God. But to suppose God the Author of 
an infinite evil, id to suppose that he is infinitely evil himself. 

2. It impeaches some of the most glorious attributes of 
the Deity. If it be said that this evil is something which 
God did not foresee, wish, will, desire, appoint, intend, or 
purpose, then his wisdom, fore-knowledge and omniscience 
are expressly denied. If it be said that be foresaw this evil, 
but could not prevent it, this impeaches his power, goodness, 
justice, mercy and benevolence ; because, to all whom he 
created^ knowing that their existence would be an endless 
curse, he is neither good, just, merciful, nor benevolent. If 
it be said that this evil is something which he actually did 
will, wish, desire, purpose and appoint; this not only im- 
peaches* his goodness, justice, mercy and benevolence, but 
it makes him as malignant us malignity itself — as perfect a 
monster of cruelty, and as much worse than a Caligula or a 
Nero, or even the fabled god of hell, as he possesses more 
power than they to do mischief — to inflict pain and misery. 

3. It can result in no good to any being or beings in the 
universe; and is, therefore, not only useless, but infinitely 
worse than useless ! I . 

• 4. It teaches that the divine justice is iyf such a nature 
that it can never be satisfied. For what is endlessly doing, 
will, of course, never \>e done. 

5. It does violence to the reasoning powers of man, and 
is abhorrent to the better feelings of his nature. ,v. * 

6. If my friend's views of his first proof-text "be correct, 
not more than one in a thousand will be saved ! The popu- 
lation of heaven will be to the population of hell as the small- 
est yillage to the largest city. Consequently, nine hundred 
and ninety-nine out of every thousand of God's own offspring 
will have just cause to curse him for their existence through- 
out all eternity ! "His tender mercies are over all his works !" 

7. The doctrine of endless torture makes it an utter im- 
possibility for us to love its Author. We cannot love that 
which is unlovely ; it is a moral impossibility. 

8. It represents Jjrod as acting contrary to his own law ; 
which is to "overcome evil with good.'* Indeed,' the inflic- 
tion of endless misery would be an infinite and practical vio- 
lation of the precept, *'overcome evvV VvvVv %<2>od'' l€k would 
not, I should like to inquire w\i«iV 'wo^M \» «x KT&sviXfe ^ssA. 

practical violation of this precej x'\ 
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9. The doctrine of endless torture contradicts the Scrip- 
tures. ''J will not contend for ever y neither will I always 
be wroth ; for the spirit should fail before me, and the souls 
which 1 have made." ^^ He retaineih not his anger forever, 
because he delighteth in mercy.' ' 

I have now made a few objections to this horrid dogma 
contained in Mr. Franklin's proposition. Many more will 
be given. 

1 now urge my friend tp come up to this work manfully. — 
Let him not undertake to divide and sub-divide his question, 
for this will do no good. He must prove that God will "retain 
his anger forever" — that Ije vriU ^^contend forever" — that 
his "anger is not only for a moment," but that it is endless 
in duration — that he will ^always be wroth'-— that he will *ah 
ways chide' — that he does not ^'delight in mercy," but in 
cruelty — that he does not "overcome evil with good" — that 
he does not ** love his enemies" — and finally, that he is not 
**kind to the evil and unthankful." [Time expired.^ 




^^^ FRANKLIN'S SECOND SPEECH. 



Gentlemen Moderators : 

My &iend, Mr. Manford,^ seems much out of humor this 
morning. He certainly did not sleep roundly last^ night, or 
he could at least seem to be in a little better humor with his 
miserable contradictory system, if I may b^ allowed to call 
it a system. But he is not only provoked with the natite 
crookedness of his theory, but, to add aggravation to aggra- 
vation, I have divided ar^l subdivided my proposition, and 
argued it so differently from what he expected, that he be- 
came perplexed before he got through near all my argument, 
and resorted to several learned doctors \.o Yv^V^ \vva\ W5X\ ^2!^s^^ 
failing in that way, he flew off iu a XWiWiXv\> wA^^'^^^^^^ 
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not to pay much attention lo my arguments, unless he thinb 
lUey arc to the jioiut. Had I paid no attention to his argu- 
ments, wlien 1 was respondent, except such as i thought to 
the point, I should have noticed very few of them; but 1 
thouglit it was my duty to follow him closely, and show that 
his arguments were not to the point. He wishes me to argue 
the duration of punishment ; and why? because he can do 
better on that part of the question? No, verily; but he wishes 
to save his contradictory system from being riddled from end 
to end, as he sees it is bound to be, if be cannot decoy me 
off from the real substance of the question. But he cannot 
endure the idea of dividing the question into three parts, lor 
it makes ^^ nonsense,^* It was no nonsense for him, in the 
speech you have just heard, to divide a few of tlie old tatter- 
ed remnants of his doctrine, which have been scattered to the 
four winds fifty times within the last few years, into nine ob- 
jections. No, indeed, that was all good sense — profound 
reason, argument, and logic ! But, if the gentleman is right 
anxious to get to the duration of punislmient, he can grant, 
in his next speech, that I have clearly proved that those who 
die in sin will never, be saved, and that they will be punished 
after death, and I will proceed at once to show that the pun- 
ishment will be endless. If he will not do this, he will have 
to wait a short time and he shall have a full satisfaction on 
that point. 

My friend argues with me, that if the doctrine of endless 
punishment is true, all ought to know it. Will he tell us, in 
his next, why all ought to know it? If he will I will accom- 
modate him as much when I can. But he cannot beheve it 
is, for thousands and tens of thousands do not know it. If 
this is an argument, it will come to my hand exactly ; for 
none but a mere handful of the human race believe in Uni- 
versalism, or ever have, and therefore it cannot be true. He 
must look out what kind of weapops he uses, or he will dis- 
prove his own doctrine. 

I could but feel for the gentleman when he approached my 
first proof- text. Matt. 7:15, and its parallel in Luke. He 
tried two stratagems, but without success. His first was that 
if the entrance spoken of in this passage was into heaven, 
that the wicked enter heaven. But this is merely a figment 
of his own brain, for iieither of the passages, nor anything 
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said upon them by me, intimates that the wicked enter that 
kingdom. If the entrance is not into heaven, what is it into? 
Why, the kingdom on earth, my friend allows. Well, who 
does he say enter into it? Why, in his speech, which you 
have just heard, he says the persecutors and murderers of 
Jesus. These, with him, constitute the body of Christ — the 
temple of the Holy Spirit ! And what did he make out the 
gate to be,. by which they entered? Why ** doing unto all 
men as we would have them do unto us." These persecutors 
and murderers of Jesus, then, by doing unto all men as they 
would have them do unto them, entered into the kingdom, 
and then for doing unto all men as they would have thein do 
unto them, in persecuting and putting to death Jesus and the 
saints of God, they were cast out into outer darkness ! And 
behold, and hear it, all ye ignorant opposers of Univetsalism, 
that this " outer darkness," into which they were cast, is 
merely ignorance, which they were in before ! Not only so, 
but the gate, is to "do unto all men as we would have them 
do unto us" in this life, and the Master is to rise up and shut 
to the door, or the privilege of doing un^o all men as we 
would have them do unto us. Has he shut to this gate yet T 
What glorious consisiencyl 

This kingdom being on earth is, of course, the church, and 
as all other churches are wrong, it must be the Universahan 
church, and we must all strive to enter in, for when once the 
Master of the house, or the Universalian church, is risen up 
and has shut to the door, and we stand without, crying. Lord, 
Lord, open unto us, he will cease to "love:" his "tender mer- 
cies" will cease to endure, and he will thrust us out ; for Mrl 
M. will have it that "standing at the door, and saying. Lord, 
Lord, open unto us," means that we were in^ and that striving, 
to enter in and shall not he able means that we are already 
in^ and we shall be cast into outer darkness or ignorance as 
we are already ! Well, if my friend can prove that standing 
withont means within, I suppose he can prove that all the - 
wicked will go to heaven ; for it will have to be done by some 
such process, if it is ever proved at all. But there has never 
been any kingdom on this earth of which the master has risen 
up and shut the door, and persons standing without and plead- 
ing for VL^m'ntance, were commanded lo de\^TX \NV^wx\.\i€\w^ 
able to enter in. As I showed before, xVieVwv^vva.'^^ qS. ^^ 

17 
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master now is, " whosoever, will, let him come." *' Come 
unto me all ye that are weary and heavy laden, and I will 

give you rest." But tliere is a time coming when the door of 
le kingdom of God is to be shut, and persons are to fail of 
an admittance and be thrust away into outer darkness. Mr. 
M. was exceedingly unfortunate wlien he quoted the words. 
"the kingdom of God is in you," to prove that the Jews were 
IN THE KiKGDOM. But I must not add anything more to his 
mortification on this passage. 

Relative to laying up treasinres in heaven, the gentleman 
says, " 1 believe we should lay up treasure in. heaven, and 1 
have not, as he says, come here to prove that all will have tlie 
treasure spoken of whether they lay it up or not. He had 
better keep on the side of truth." My Universalian friends, 
did you notice that ? Your preacher and editor has renounc- 
ed his doctrine, and does not believe that all will have treas- 
ure in heaven, whether they lay it up or not ! ! ! Yes, and 
he cautions me to stick to the truth, when I say he believes 
so. Well, he now stands right on this point, and with me 
joins in exhorting you to lay up^ treasure in heaven, for he 
do.es not believe you will have treasure in heaven whether you 
lay it up or not. He is turning orthodox, pretty fast ! 

The gentlemanjs subterfuge on 1 Tim. 6 : 17, 19, will not 
answer. He tries to make the good foundation against the 
time to come, end the eternal life, all in this world. In order 
to do this, he allows that Timothy sometimes preached to sin- 
ners. I suppose he did, but Paul did not write to liini to 
show him how to preach i9 the world at large, but to show 
him "how to behave himself in the house of God," and in do- 
ing this, he told him to "charge them that are rich in this 
world, that they be not high-minded, nor trust in uncertain 
riches, but in the living God, who giveth us fichly, all things 
to enjoy ; that they do good, that they be rich in good works, 
ready to distribute, willing to communicate ; laying up in 
store for themselves a good foundation against the time to 
come, that they may lay hold on eternal life." Now those 
persons could not be induced to do these things without faith. 
and consequently they need all the spiritual blessings and 
life of believers ; and as such must be charged to do these 
good works, not to obtain these spiritual blessings which they 
already had, but to "lay up in store a good foundation against 
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V 

the time to come, that they may lay hold on eternal life.'* — 
The doctrine of this passage is a stranger to my friend's whole 
theory, and one which he refuses to entertain at that. But 
the gentleman says, •* it is strange my friend should falsely 
charge me with contending that all will have the good foun- 
dation and eternal life, spoken of there, whether they do what 
is here enjoined or not. I again express a hope that hereafter 
he will have a little more regard for truth." He does not be- 
lieve, then7 that all will have "a good foundation against the 
time to come, and eternal life," whether they do what is here 
enjoined or not ! ! No, and I do not have a proper regard to 
truth if I say so. Well, then, I take back what I said, and 
now state, in justice to Mr. Manford, that he does not believe 
that all will have a good foundation against the time to come, 
and eternal life, whether they do what is here commanded or 
not; but he believes, with me, that none but those who do 
good, are rich in good Works, ready to distribute and willing 
to communicate, will have a good foundation against the time • 
to come, and lay hold on eternal life. I will have a regard to 
truth, and make corrections when 1 fall into mistakes. He . 
has then renounced his doctrine, and holds the exclusive doc- 
trine, that no one'can have eternal life who does not these 
good works. 

The "things above, where Christ sitteth on the right hand 
of God," my friend allows, are the Christian graces ! Then 
the Christian graces are not on earth, or in the church, but 
'♦above where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God ! " No 
such an evasion as this will answer the purpose. The ex- 
pression is definite. The disciple^ to whom the apostle spoke 
already had \he Christian graces and the present salvation, 
and are commanded to " seek those things which are above, 
where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God." My friend is 
in the habit of promising all men the things above, where 
Christ sits, whether they seek them or not. 

Mr. M. passes the words, "to them who by patient contin- 
uance in well doing, seek for glory, and honor, and immor- 
tality; eternal life," Rom. 2 : 7, by asking me the question, 
** can immortality beyond the grave be had by seeking ?" — 
He must remember that the language of this passage of scrip- 
ture is not mine, but Paul's ; and that he cauuot coufovisad 
Paul, or God, who spoke through him, h^ ^^Iv^Q^^^'vx^x>&^ 
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and that he had better rely upon his promise, and seek for 
••glory and honor and immortality" in order to *'eteruallife," 
than to doubt that God will give it to them who seek. I an- 
swer tlien, that this immortality can be had by seeking for il, 
and that (his glory, honor, immortality and eternal life, will 
never be enjoyed by any accountable being who neglects to 
seek for it. Will ho answer the following? Can any person 
by seeking for it obtain this glory, honor, immortality and 
eternal life, in this world? 

Mr. M. says, " he believes that he only who *overcometh' 
will *be clothed in white raiment,' and have his name *in the 
book of life,' and be permitted to sit on the Hhrone,' andUni- 
versalism does not teach to the contrary." He then asked if 
1 did not know that this book forbids bearing false testimony. 
He did this in his anger and confusion, knowing that he could 
make no rfply. But did you observe that he did not quote 
the text correctly before he said he believed it? But even in 
his garbled quotation he has admitted too much for his doc- 
trine, lie believes that only those who overcome shall be 
clothed in white raiment, have their names written in the book 
of life, and sit down with Jesus in his throne. And what of 
the balance ? Why, they will not be clothed in white raiment, 
will not have their names in the book of life, and will not sit 
down with Jesus in his throne. This is a splendid defence of 
his doctrine truly? 

He admits the object I had in view in quoting the passage 
from the 2d of lleb. viz : that there is no escape for the trans- 
gressor. But on the argument on the 3d and 4th chapters of 
Heb. he attempted no reply except a very dull and stupid 
quibble. Having shown to his brethren, bow the Israelites 
failed to enter into the earthly Canaan, the Apostle said, "let 
us therefore fear lest a promise being left us of entering into 
his rest any of you should seem to come short of it." Had ray 
friend been there he would have said, you need noty^ar, for we 
shall all enter into that rest whether we fear or not. 

When the gentleman came to those whom it was "impossi- 
ble to renew again unto repentance," Heb. 6, he despaired of 
accomplishing &njmpossibility, and proceeded to make some 
garbled quotations from Dr. Clark, which had about as much 
to do with oup question as the man in the moon ; and when 
he came to those for whom there is no more sacrifice for sin, 
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and for whom nothing remaineth but a fearful looking for of 
judgment and fiery indignation — a sorer punishment than 
death without mercy, he filled up liis time in reading,' as usual, 
when he can make no repty. But what else could he do? — 
You need not think hard of him. Can he prove that a man 
can be brought to repentance und saved, whfen God says it is 
"impossible to renew him unto repentance." When God 
says, that for certain characters, there ** remains notliing but 
a certain fearful looking for of judgment, and fiery indignation 
which shall devour the adversaries," do you expect him to 
prove that a glorious heaven remains for them ? When the 
Lord says of certain characters, "tliere remains no more sac- 
rifice for 'sin," do you expect him to prove that there is more 
sacrifice for sins? When God says of certain characters, "my 
soul shall have wojaZ^aswre in them," do you expect him to prove 
that God will have pleasure in them ? And when the Lord 
speaks of certain persons failing of the grace of God, do you 
expect him to prove that they 20 ill not fail of the grace of God, 
or that they can fail of the grace of God and be saved? — 
When the Lord says of certain characters, that " their part 
shall be taken out of the book of life and out of the things 
written therein, and out of the holy city," do you expect him 
to prove that their part shall not be taken out of the book of 
life? If you expect all this you expect what no man under 
heaven can do'. He knows that he must make a most 
manifest failure, if he undertakes to do this, therefore 
he spends his time in reading Dr. Clark. I thought I was to 
debate with Mr. E. Manford, but it appears to be his notion 
of the matter, that he is to read Dr. Clark, and that I am to 
reply to the Doctor. But I do^ not think hard of him as he 
Can do no better. 

I must say a word on my friend's nine objections. 1 . My 
doctrine "makes God the author of infinite evil." Not at all, 
i do not believe, as I heard Mr. Craven try to prove, in a ser- 
nrion in Dayton, Ohio, that God is the author of sin. God 
Created man, and made a law to govern him ; but there was 
Ho sin yet. Man transgressed that law, and "sin is the trans- 
gression of the law;" this act was man's act. But did not 
jilr. M. in his first speech admit that by neg\ec\\Tv^ox vkvy^on- 
\x^ our talents in this world, we could alter out cow^\>a^'^ ^"^ 
hu^moM to come ? Well, in this he gvaulei VWV ^ toSX^"^^" 
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ing could perform an act in this life, that would affect an Infi 
nite state. If then, by neglecting our talents in this life, we 
m be brought to some of the lower degrees in g/ory, asmy 
friend admits, this neglect proves an evil to us in an infinite 
state, and may be the means of keeping us in the lower degrees 
of glory perpetually, and consequently be as properly called 
innHite evii as Endless punishment. 2. '*It impeaches some 
of the glorious attributes of the Deity." It is worth while for 
Universalists to talk of impeaching the attributes of God ! The 
very first article 1 ever noticed in the gentleman's own pub- 
lication, was an article written to show that God was the au* 
thor •f all evil. And I heard the genlleman in this town, in 
the presence of several citizens, ridicule the idea that a mm 
by respecting and obeying God, could ^be exonerated from 
the punishment due to him as a transgressor. His God, ac- 
coraing to his own doctrine, is the author of all sin, and then 
he punishes the sinner as much as his sins deserve, and wil 
not mitigate the punishment in the least, on account of any 
repentance, obedience or any thinginthepowerofmantodo. 
Yet "his tender mercies endure forever I ! " It comes with 
an ill grace to hear men talk of impeaching the character of 
God, who deny the " sorer punishment than death without 
mercy," of which God speaks, and positively declare that al 
punishment is in this life. Universalists have no fears that it ^ 
will injure the character of God, to threaten a sorer punish* 
ment than death without mercy, and then quibble round it by 
saying he only meant a little remorse of conscience ! But it 
my friend wished me to expose the absurdity of such sophis- 
try, I can do it just as well now as at any other time. You 
will observe then, that when he talks about punishment he 
universally c^lls it torture or misery. Well, he understands 
the punishment of the bible to be torture| or misery then.— 
Where then does he find^this dreadful torture? \yhere does 
yon drunkard, liar, thief, robber or fornicator, suffer this tor- 
ture? Why he is-receiving it now every day as he goes along 
— suffering the damnation of hell ! ! . He laughs, sports, ca- 
rouses and has "pleasure in iniquity." Well, now go to this 
awful creature and convince him that he is bound to remain 
in this condition to all eternity, and he will tell you that it is 
just what he wants. "W e\\, xVvetv, \l xJcv^ ^«xcvw^\\^\i. ^f hell can 
be thus endured, und \V\e vetv^ewie^ <i^ «cw ^xercvs^ V^ Na ^ 



ENDLESS PITNISHMENT. S63 

severer than this, why does he talk sb pitifully about it? If 
men can be in hell and hot &^l^i/jfi0W it| rejoice and. have 
pleasure, and be entirely willing to stay ,in. itj. how can h^ 
make 'it such a cruel thing'to keep men kLit? Bat the gentle- 
man can change his tone at pleasure. Wlien he talks of pun- 
ishment in connection with his doctrine, he calls h ^'chastise- 
ment," but when* he telks. of it in connection with my doctrine 
he calls it '* torture,'^ "misery;" &c» Now if the Bible means 
misery, torture ^ &c., when he speaks of punishment, why 
does he not use those terms in reference to the heH of con- 
science? He knows it Would outrage comm^ri sense. 3: 
Kndless punishment can do no good, he allo\^s. His- hell 
does great goodj when those in it, and aU around it, do^ not 
know it, and almost the whole of them think it will be in ano- 
ther world ! ! He cannot tell what it is himself. Yet he can 
look into the secret counsels of Jehoviah, and then turn round 
and scan the innumerable inteBigences of the universe, and 
see, at a single glance, that the mture punishment of the dis- 
obedient can do- no good. He is determined that it shall do 
no good in this world, if he can help it, and consequently fa- 
ces the creditor, and tells him what an awful character he 
must be, thus to contradict Universalism ; and that no being 
can beany worse than God, if he shall inflict endless punish- 
ment on those who live and die in disobedience. 4. "It teach- 
es that the divine justice is of such a nature that it cannot 
be satisfied." No sir; this is all a mistake. The divine jus- 
tice will inflict that punishment which he has threatened, and 
be satisfied all the time. 5. "It does violence to the reason- 
ing powers of man, and is abhorrent to the better part of his 
nature." The gentleman simply made that statement from his 
own impassioned determination, and not from any philosoph- 
ical examinations. It simply strikes him in that way. 6. If 
my doctrine is true, there will be so few saved. Will his doc- 
trine help the matter any? Not at all. I do not know that 
he has any saved from his hell. At least, he has as many 
who suffer the vengeance of his hell, as we do who suffer the 
vengeance of the future hell. If the number that will be lost 
is an argument against a hell after death, it is a stronger ar- 
gument against a hell before death. 7. "It makes it impos- 
sible for us to love its author." This is merely a threat of 
my friend, that he will not loVe God, li Yve ^\\^ ^^\^ V^ Y^- 
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ish men eternally. This does not surprise me any. 8. "It 
represents God as acting contrary to his law.*' Well, then, I \) 
a hell in this world is contrary to his law. To punish a man \l 
for sin in this world, especially if a man cannot help sinning, 
as my friend thinks, is certainly contrary to the precept, 
'•overcome evil with good," if future punishment would be. 
The contradiction is simply that my friend contradkls him- 
self. 9. "The doctrine of endless torture is a contradiction 
of the scriptures." \ shall now proceed to ascertain what 
doctrine it is that contradicts the scriptures. 

The scripture says, " I charge thee therefore before God, 
and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shaH judge the quick and the 
dead at his appearing and kingdom." ^ Tim. 4; I . Universal- 
i.sm says, Christ shall not judge the deiad, and that there is no 
use in a judgment after death. The scripture says, that Je- 
sus Christ commanded the apostles **to preach unto the peo- 
ple, and testify that it is he which was or(iaii>e(l of God to be 
the judge of the quick and dead." Acts 10: 42. Universar- 
ism says Jesus Christ is not the judge of the dead. The 
scripture says, " And it is appointed unto men once to die, 
and after this the Judgment." Heb. 9: 27. Universal ism 
says, there is no judgment after tjeath. The scripture says, 
of **a certain rich man," that he "died and was buried ; and 
in hell he lifted up his eyes being in torments." Luke IC: 22, 
23. Universalism says there is no torment after death. The 
scripture says, "with lies ye have made the heart of the right- 
eous sad, whom 1 have hot made sad, "and strengthened the 
hands of the wicked, that he should not return from his wick- 
ed way, by promising him life." Ezek. 1.3: 22. Universalism 
says it does not strengthen the hands of the wicked to prom- 
ise him life. The scripture says, "but the fearful, and unbe- 
lieving, and the abominable, and murderers, and whoremon- 
gers, and sorcerers, and idolators, and all liars, shall have 
their part in the lake which burns with fire and brimstone : 
which is the second death." Rev. 21: 8. Universalism says 
all the wicked shall be saved. The scripture says, " and I 
saw the dead^ small and great, stand before God ; and the 
books were opened: and another book was opened, which is 
the book of life, and the dead were judged out of those things 
which were written in the books according to their works." 
Hev. 20: 12. But Universalism' declares that the dead shall 
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not be judged. The scripture says, "ihefe shall co away in- 
to everlasting punishment : but the righteouS into fife eternal." 
Mat. 25; 46. Unfversalism says there is no everlasting pun- 
ishment. Now you can see what doctrine it is that contit- 
dicts the scripture. More palpable contradictions than these 
carmot be found in human speech ; and yet the gentleman 
talks of contradictions of scripture ! 

Now, ?f the word of God can 'prove, that Jesus Clitist 
*' shall judge the quick and dead " — that Christ " was or- 
dained 10 be the judge of quick and dead " — that ** it is ap- 
pointed unto men once to die, but afterihis the judgment " — 
that a man '' died and was buried ; and in hell he lifted up 
his eyes being in torments " — iliat it is a doctrine of "lusi 
and strengthens the hands of the wicked, that he should 
not return from his wicked way," to " promise him life " — 
that '* the fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominable, and 
murderers, and wlioremongers, and sorcerers, and idolaters, 
and all liars, shall have their part in the lake of fire and 
brimstone : which is the second death" — that " the dead 
small' and great, shall stand before God ; * * * and be judg- 
ed out of those things which are written in the books, acord- 
ing to their works " — and that ** the wicked will go away in- 
to everlasting punishment." I say, if the word of God sta- 
ting them in so many words, can prove these points, I shall 
take it that I have proved them. 

In my first speech on this proposition, I proved that it was 
"impossible to renew" some persons "unto repentance" — 
that " there is no more sacrifice for their sins" — that " noth- 
ing remains for them but a fearful looking for of judgment, 
and fiery indignation, which shall devour the adversaries " — 
that " God will have no pleasure in jhem " — that they failed 
of the grace of God, and come short of an entrance into 
that rest. Unless then, they can be saved without repen- 
tanccy without any thing remaining for diem but a fearful 
looking for of judgment, and fiery indignation — without God 
having pleasure in ihefn, and without the grace of God, they 
cannot be saved. An answer to this Mip.M. has made, and 
never can make. 

i showed that God threatens a sorer punishment than 
death without mercy, which I defy man to find in this world ; 
and I have now shown that judgment will be after death— 
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that the dead will stand before God — that a wicked man af- 
ter death, lifted up his eyes in hell, beiig in torments— and 
that the wicked will go away into everlasting punishment at 
the same time the righteous go into life eternal. 

I now advise the gentleman, when he finds arguments to 
which he can make no reply, to read Dr. Clarke, and pre- 
tend that the Dr. is on his side. It is true, there are not 
many who will believe it, but some of his brethren perhaps^ 
will. ITime expired.] 



MR. MANFORD'3 SECOND REPLY. 



Respected Auditors: 

Mr. Franklin tells you that I am out of hu mor, and that I 
say some things in anger and confusion ! This is indeed 
news to nie I 1 suppose, however, that there are times vvhen 
he has nothing else to say. My friends, I am not in the 
habit of getting out of humor, and of saying things in an- 
ger. The gentleman, I apprehend, is only jesting! 

He says he has "divided and sub-divided his proposition." 
Yes, he has done so, sure enough ; and no doubt to avoid 
the main question at issued—the duration of punishment; but 
I shall continue to urge upon him the necessity^ of coming 
up to this point, and shall pay but little or no attention to 
any thing else he may say. 

1 said in my last speech that if endless punishment be true, 
every body ought to know it. My iriend thinks then, that 
if Universalism be true, every body ought to know it — and 
says, " but a mere handful of the world believe in Univer- 
salism ! " How many, 1 ask, believe in Campbellism, or 
know any thing about it ? But you will notice the reason 
why 1 made the statejnent : I seldom say any thing without 
I have a reason for it. If so awful a doctrine as endless 
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punishment be true, then the whole world ought to know it, 
that they might have a chance to avoid' it; but the fact that 
but a small portion of the world know any thing about it, 
is pretty good evidence that it is false — for our Heavenly 
Father would not be likely to place his children in such im- 
inent danger — where their eternal interests are at stake — 
without giving them warning of it, in a manner, too, not to 
be misunderstood. It is true, it would be better for the world 
if every body was acquainted with Universalism, and be- 
lieved in it ; but then there is not so much — nothing in fact 
— ^at stake, if Universalism be true, in comparison with what 
there is, if endless punishment be true ! So you see the 
cases are not parallel, and my friend's endeavor to affect the 
argument is a complete failure. I have now told the gentle- 
man " why all ought to know it," if his doctrine be true ; 
1 hope he will be satisfied. 

I merely gave Dr. Clarke's opinion in regard to the gate 
spoken of in Matt. 7: 13 — hence Mr. Franklin ridicules the 
Doctor, not me. I doubt, however, very much, whether he 
can give a better definition of it ! But let us pay some at- 
tention to our friend's proof text ; I have something more to 
say on this subject. I said that " if the sr^rance spoken of in 
this passage was into heaven, then the wicked entered heav- 
en ! " But he ridicules this idea, and says " it is a figment 
of my own brain," and says that ** neither of the passages, 
nor any thing he has said upon them, intimates that the 
wicked enter that kingdom" — and asks, " if this entrance i* 
not into heaven, what is it into? " I told him before that it 
was into the " kingdom on earth ;" but he laughs at this 
idea also 1 Let- us now look into this matter a little, for I 
think my friend has got into a difficulty here, and I am dis- 
posed to help him out, if I can. I thougiit I made this mat- 
ter plain enough in my last, by showing that if the kingdom 
meant heaven, as my friend contends, then the wicked en- 
ter heaven. But he seems more disposed to indulge in ridi- 
cule than to meet my argument fairly. I will now read from 
Luke 13, his parallel proof text — commencing with the' 24ih 
verse. " Strive to enter in at the strait gate ; for many I 
say untp you, will seek to enter in, and shall not be able. — 
When once the master of the house is risen up, and hath 
shut to the door, and ye begin to stand without, and to knock 



SI66 THEOLOGICAL DISCTTSSION. 

at the door, saying, Lord, Lord, opcu unto us ; and he shall an- 
swer and say unto you, 1 know you not, whence ye are , then 
shall ye hegin to say, we have eaten and drank in thy pres- 
eoce, and thou hast taught in our streets. But he shall say, 
1 tell you, I know you not ; depart from me all ye workers 
of iniquity. There shall he weeping and gnashing of teeth, 
when ye shall see Abraham, and Isaac, Jacob, and all. the 
prophets, in the Kingdom of God, and you yourselves thrust 
out,'*^ How could these workers of iniquity be thrust out 
of the kingdom unless they were first in it ? Does the king- 
dom here mean heaven ? 

Again : ** The Son of Man shall send forth his angels, 
and they shall gather out of his kingdom all things that of- 
fend, and them which do iniquity, and shall cast them into a 
furnace of fire ; there shall be wailing and gna.shing of 
teeth." Matt. 13: 41,42. Does kingdom, her« mean hea- 
ven ? If so, does it not look like the wicked had got into it? 

Matt. 8 : 1 1 — " And I say unto you, that many shall come 
from the east and west, and shall sit down with Abraham, 
and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven ; but the 
children of the kingdom (Jews) shall be cast out into outer 
darkness — there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth.'*^ 
Do you think, my friends, that it is but " a figment of my 
own brain,*' when I say that if the "kingdom" means 
** heaven,'* the wicked must enter heaven ? 

But we have more of the same sort : Matt. 13 : 47 — 
" Again, the kingdom of heaven is like unto a net, that was 
cast into the sea, and gathered o^ every kind.'*'* Does heaven 
" gather of every kind ]" Then it must gather some of the 
** wicked ! " 

Matt. 21 : 43— <i." 'J^herefore say I unto you, the kingdom 
of God shall be taken from you, and given to a nation bring- 
ing forth the fruits thereof." Was heaven takpn from the 
Jews, and given to the Gentiles ? 

Matt. 22: 11 — "And when the king came in to see the 
guests (into his kingdom), he saw there a man which had 
not on a wedding garment ; and he saiih unto him : * Friend, 
how earnest thou in hither, not having on a wedding gar- 
ment?* And he was speechless! Then said the king to 
the servants ; * Bind him hand and foot, and take him away, 
and cast him into outer darkness — there shall he weeping and 




ENDLESS PUNISHMENT -^ 269 

( 

gnashing of teethy I suppose this fellow had got into 
heaven without being immersed — he had probably gone there 
by land ! At any rate, there he was, in heaven, and without 
the proper garment, if by " kingdom " we are to understand 
heaven, as my friend contends ! 

I might go on and read a number more passages of the 
same import; but these are enough to show you that my 
opponent's proof-texts have nothing to do with heaven and 
the ftiture state. And this he has got to admit, or admit that 
'* the wicked " go to heaven ; or else come up to the work 
and tell us how they can be *' cast out," without first getting 
in there! 1 leave this part of the subject now, till I hear 
what he may have to say on it. 

My friend tries to make some capital out of the fact that I 
admitted the conditionality of certain texts which he quoted 
in his previous speech ! He should not be too hasty in this 
matter. He must recollect that there is a slight difference 
between us in regard to the application of those texts. While 
he applies them to the future state, \ am very well satisfied 
that they have no such application, but refer to things in this 
world. The words *• treasure in heaven " are used in an ac- 
commodated sense. The Savior exhorted his disciples not 
to lay up treasures in this world, where moth and rust cor- 
rupt, and where thieves break through and steal; " but lay 
up for yourselves treasures in heaven " — that is, place your 
affections upon " things above, where Christ siiieth on the 
right hand of God." Or, in the language of P^l to Timo- 
thy, (1 Tim. 6 : 17-19) " Charge them that are rich in this 
.world, that they be not high-minded, nor trust in uncertain 
riches, but in the living God, who giveth us richly all things 
to enjoy ; that they do good — that they be rich in good works, 
ready to distribute, willing to communicate; laying up in 
store for themselves a good foundation against the time to 
come, that they may lay hold on eternal lile.'* This is the 
treasure they were commanded to lay up in heaven; **be 
rich in good works " — kind and benevolent to others, ** ready 
to distribute, " and thus " lay up in store for themselves a 
good foundation against the time to come," that they may 
lay hold on eternal life. Mr. Franklin will probably tell you 
that this " time to come," means the judgment day, in eter- 
nity ! But if he does so, he will do it on his own responsi-? 
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bility ; the apostle had no such allusion ; he simply meant 
that by so doing they would lay up for themselves a good 
foundation against a time of necessity — in all probability al- 
luding to that '*tinie of trouble" which was soon to come 
upon the Jewish nation,— a time, such as never was before 
since the world began, and never shall be again — when the 
'* kingdom " was to be taken from the Jews and given to 
another nation, and all who had not " laid up treasures in 
heaven," and had not on ** the wcdcfing garment " — -in other 
words, who had not ** laid up in store for themselves a good 
foundation, " were to be cast out into outer darkness ! 
Whenever my friend carries these texts to scenes in the fu- 
ture slate of existence, he betrays unpardonable ignorance^ 
and does violence to the |)laincst [)assages in the Bible I I 
hope he will keep calm, and not allow his fears to get the 
belter of his judgment ! 

It seems that 1 did not say enough on the passage in Rom. 
2 : 7, to suit my friend. I asked him to tell us whether 
*' immortality beyond the grave can be had by seeking for it." 
Did you notice his answer? He tried to evade it as much 
as possible, but finally said " /Ai« immortality can be had by 
seeking for it." You see he did not answer the question. 
He left himself a ** loop hole" to slip out at! I knew he 
would not answer the question ; for if he had said ** yes," 
then it would follow that none would ever be immortal but 
those who s^ek for it; and consequently he would have to 
admit that the wicked would be annihilaledy and this would 
also annihilaiQ his endless punishment ! And if he should 
answer in the negative, then the text would do him no good, 
for ** glory, honor, and eternal life" can be enjoyed in this 
world. But .what is ** this immortality ?" Ah, that is the 
question ! . 

I will now show you, my friends, that this text is most 
shamefully perverted, not only by Mr. Franklin, but by oth- 
ers ; for it is in the mouth of every babbling opposer of Uni- 
verbalism from Maine to Mississippi ; and always quoted to 
prove that "glory, honor, and immortality" beyond the 
grave, are only to be obtained by being sought for ! I tell 
you, my friends, and I tell Mr. Franklin, thatthe^word "im- 
mortality" is a wrong translation, acd that the apostle had 
no more allusion by the word aphtarsian, to immortality be% 
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yond the grave, than he had lo the man in the moon, to use 
my friend's expression I True, this word may mean m- 
mortaiity, but it is only by implication ; that is not its primi- 
tive meaning. In Eph. 6 : 24, we read, " Grace be with all 
them that love our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity." Here 
the word *' sincerity" is aphtharsid iri the original, the same 
word that is rendered " immortality " in Rom. 2 : 7. Again ; 
Titus 2: 7, ** In all things showing thyself a pattern of good 
works ; in doctrine showing uncorruptness, gravity^ sinceri- 
ty." Here also the word sincerity is from the same in the 
original. The word ** uncorruptness " is from adiaphthoria^ 
a branch of the same root, which is rendered by Greenfield, 
'* incorruptness, genuineness, pureness." The original word 
rendered immorlalily, would be much better represented by 
'•sincerity," "purity," or ** uncorruptness of character," 
meaning a certain moral qualification, to be attained in this 
life. The plain, simple moaning of the passage is this : 
*' Who by patient continuance in well doing, seek for glory, 
honor, sincerity, or purity of character, shall enjoy eternal 
life." 

IMy friend asks me in turn, " Can any person by seeking 
for ii, obtain this glory, honor, immortality and eternal life, 
in this toorld 1 " I tell him, most emphatically, yes ! They 
are to be sought for, and obtained here, and here only. What 
is ** eternal life ? " The knowledge of God and of his Son 
Jesus Christ ; the hope and life of the gospel, the boon of 
the christian while he sojourns on earth. I hope we shall 
hear no more about seeking for immortality ! This is some- 
thing, my friends, that is not to be obtained by seeking for 
it; it depends upon a higher source. 

I cannot consent, my hearers, to follow my opponent in 
all his quibbles upon points that are so foreign to the question 
at issue as most of his last speech is. H» seems to forget 
that h'j has the aliinnaiive of the question, and that it is his 
duty to prove, if ho can, the doctrine of endless punishment. 
Why docs he not come up to the point at once, and not con- 
linue to shy ofi^, and beat round, spending his time talking 
about irrelevant subjects. I know that the ReveJBtor says 
that ** He that ov*ercometh the same .shall be clothed in white 
raiment," and his name shall remain in "the book of life," 
aud I believe what he says. But I cannot stop here and go 
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inio an argument with my friend about what is meant by "the 
book of life," or the ** white raiment," or where this all was 
to take place ! Such quesiions might be interesting enough 
on other occasions, but they are entirely out of place here. 
The same may he said of other passages he has quoted. 1 
believe all thai these passages say ; but until he shows how, 
or in what way they teach endless punishment, I shall pay 
but little or do attention to them. 1 call on him again to 
come up to the work, and let us hear some of his •'strong 
reasons," if he has got any ! 

But perhaps I should not insist here ; is is very diflTcuh to 
" accomplish an impossibility," or lo prove a proposition 
without evidence ! I hope, my friends, that you will not 
expect too much of my opponent in his present position ; he 
is probably doing the best he can. He has a hard task to 
perform, and you must not be surprised if he should fail. 
When the Bible says "God will have all men to be saved, 
and come to a knowledge of the truth," do you expect my 
friend to prove that God will not have all men to be saved ? 
And when it is declared that " the Lord wilT not cast off for- 
ever," do you suppose he can prove thai the Lord will cast 
off ibrevcr! When the Lord says, "I will not contend for- 
ever, nor be always wroth," you must not expect my friend 
to prove that the Lord will contend forever and always be 
wroth. This would be expecting too much ! Paul says, 
*' Death, the last enemy, shall be destroyed." You must not 
expect him therefore to prove the doctrine of an endless 
death — a death that shall never be destroyed! When the 
Psalmist says that ** all the ends of the world shall remem- 
ber and turn unto the Lord, and all the kindreds of the na- 
tions shall worship before him " — it should not be expected 
of my friend to prove that a part will reniember and turn 
into hell, and suffer there endlessly ! The Almighty de- 
clares that iu the seed of Abraham, which is Clyist, all the 
•* nations, families, and kindreds of the earth shall be bless- 
ed," you must not expect, therefore, that my friend is going 
to show that a part of mankind will be eternally cursed with 
an endless punishment I The apostle declares that " God is 
love," and the Psalmist, that " he is good unto all, and his 
tender mercies are over all his works," — consecjuently you 
expect too much, li you think that my friend, Mr. Franklin, 
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in view of these plain and positive declarations, is going to 
prove to you that God is hatred, and that he is not good unto 
all. but that he will inflict an endless curse upon a part of his 
children! No, no, my friends ; if you expect all this, you 
expect what no man under heavens can do ! " He knows 
that he must make a most manifest failure, if he undertakes 
to do this," and therefore he spends his time in playing 
around the question, and talking about matters that have but 
little or no bearing on the point at issue. Well, well, you 
see how it is ; we must not expect too much of our friend : "I 
do not think hard of him, as he can do no better." 

He does but little better when he comes to notice my ob- 
jections to his doctrine. My first objection is that " it makes 
God the author of infinite evil." But he says, " Not at all!" 
and then tries to place me in as bad a fix as he is himself, 
because I believe 'that improving or neglecting our talents in 
this world, will have some effect on our characters and men- 
tal capacities in the future world ! What has this to do with 
endless punishment? It i» very rational to suppose that 
there will be difference of character in the future state, and 
degrees in happiness, according to the improvements and 
moral attainments acquired in this life; but all will be happy 
according to their capacity for enjoying; all will be in heaven, 
and still progressing, higher and higher, in the scale of moral 
excellence. There is no evil in this — much less an infinite 
evil ! But how is it on the other hand 1 My friend's doc- 
trine consigns a part of mankind to absolute misery ! They 
are to be shut up in hell, there to suffer the most excrucia* 
ling torture which almighty vengeance can infiict or infinite 
malignity can devise ! Is not this an "evil? And when we 
are told that their suffering is to be perpetual — no hope, no 
escape, no mitigation, no repentance, no jonercy, novhance 
for improvement, no redemption — ^their condition fixed, irre- 
vocably, unalterably, and endlessly fixed — may we not call 
it an infinite evil ? Now, who is the cause of this evil ? It 
will not answer to say that man is the author of sin, and 
therefore the author of this evil. This will not do. God 
made man ; and if he made a law, and annexed an infinite 
evit as the penalty of that law, then he is the author of this 
evil. I care not whether he foresaw the consequences, or 
not ; God is the author of every 4hing \ he made man, an4 



27^ tltnOLOGlCAL DISCTtSSlON. * 

hetntule the law, and the penalty ; and if they result in ah 
infinite, absolute, and ultimate evil, then he is the author of 
it ! I charge this doctrine, therefore, wiih^ inaking God the 
author of an infinite evil ; and if the doctrine be true, then I 
charge God with being the author of an infinite evil ! and 
angels and the blessed in heaven will charge him with being 
the author of an infinite evil ! And the damned in hell, in 
every groan ihey send up from the vaults of their fiery prison 
throughout the wasteless ages of eternity, will charge him, 
and justly charge him, with being the author of an infinite 

evil ! 

. All my friend says on my second objection comes very 
wide of the mark. What if God is the author of all evil-—* 
or what we call evil ; and thai he will not allow the guilty to 
go unpunished — so this evil is to be overruled for goody and 
this punishment comes to an endy how can it ^'impeach some 
of the glorious attributes of the Deiiy ?" Universalists do hot 
l>elieve in such a thing as an ultimate evil; all evil, all punish- 
ment, in our system, is but a means to some ^oorf end;'we may 
not be able to see how it is, because we cannot see the end; but 
God can see it ; and God being good and wise, we have a 
right to conclude that he would not permit temporary evil, 
unless it is finally to eventuate in good ^ more good than 
could otherwise result. But not so with endless punishment. 
That is an end — an uhimaie end ; there is no afterwards to 
10 it — no good to come out of it. It will not do to say that it 
is necessary in order to secure the happiness of the^aints in 
Heaven. I tell you, my friends, the happiness of all the 
saved from Adam down to the last soul that shall be "re- 
deemed by the blood of the Lamb," will not compensate for 
the endless damnation of one soul, much less for the myriads 
that are to sufier that doom, according to my opponent*s doc- 
trine ! The doctrine, then, of endless sin and sufiering, I 
say impeaches some of the glorious attributes of the Deity. 
It impeaches his justice : for it were infinitely unjust for God 
to punish his creatures world without end, for the sins of this 
short life — and that, too, when there is no possible good to 
come of this punishment ! It is humiliating, and reflects 
upon the wisdom and power of God, to think that his system 
of government is to result in the endless ruin of a large ma- 
jority of his intelligent creatures; that the Devil is to get the 
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greater portion of them ! — therefore it impeaches these attri- 
butes. It impeaches the Goodness of the Deitj'; for- surely 
no one will say that such a Result can be in accordance with 
Infinite Goodness ! Impossible ! 

My friends, Mr. Franklin knows better than to talk as^he 
does. Universal ists don't say that " God threatens a sorer 
punishment than death without mercy, and then quibble 
round it, by saying that he only meant a little remorse of 
conscience." If famine, and pestilence, and war, and the 
horrible punishment of the Jews, when their city and nation 
were destroyed ; those people who had "trodden under foot 
the Son of God, and had counted the blood of the covenant" 
an "unholy thing;" is all this nothing but "a little remorse of 
conscience ?" "He that despised Moses' law, died without 
mercy ;" that is, there was no escape. Was not the punish- 
ment inflicted upon the wicked, rebellious Jews, of sufHcient 
magnitude in comparison with this, to be called a "much 
sorer punishment ?" I should pity the man who could so 
trifle with his own judgment, and his reputation for sanity^ 
as to say it was not ! Mr. Franklin knows that it was ; and 
he knows, too,. that this is the very punishment the apostle 
alluded to by the "much sorer punishment." " A little re- 
morse of conscience," indeed ! This is all gammon, my 
friends. But you can all understand why it is that my op- 
ponent prefers misrepresentation and ridicule, to argument. 
But I must not complain. 

My friend complains because I call his punishment " tor-' 
lure" and " misery." I want to know what burning and 
roasting jn an orthodox hell is, but torture and misery I IC 
is not punishment — the punishment of the Bible ; and that 
is the reason I don't call it punishment, nor chastisement ! 

He does not attempt to remove my third objection — that 
" endless punishment can do no good ;" but tries to ridicule 
the idea of my hell doing any good ! It is none of his busi- 
ness whether my hell does any good or not ; that is not the 
question. Let him show how his hell — endless punishment f 
can do any good, and then I will attend to him. 

In reply to my fourth objection, he says "divine justice 
will inflict that punishment which he has threatened, and bo 
satisfied all the time." You recollect that I said divine 
justice could never be satisfied, according to this doctrine: but 
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Mr. Franklin says it will **be satisfied all the iimer^ I won- 
der if the man knows what is meant by justice being satU' 
fitd ? When justice is satisfied, punishment must cease, as 
a matter of course. But as this punishment is to be endless^ 
I repeat, justice can never be satisfied ! It is nonsense to 
say it will be satisfied all the time ! 1 admit, it will be all 
the time satisfying, but it will never be satisfied. Conse- 
quently, I believe the doctrine is false. 

My fifth objection, that 'Hhe doctrine of endless punish- 
ment does violence to ipan's reason, and the better part of 
his nature,*' the gentleman passes, by simply remarking that 
*'it simply strikes me in that way." Well, this is probably 
the best he could say. 

I objected in the next place, that, according to my friend's 
doctrine, ''very few would be saved." He tries to get round 
this by saying that my doctrine does not help the matter any. 
He does not know, he says, that I have any saved from my 
hell ! He must recollect that they may pass through my hell 
and be saved in Heaven afterwards. All sin, more or less, 
and all sufiTer, more or less, in my hell ; yet all will finally 
be saved — not from hell ». of course, but from siu, mortality, 
and death ; but there is no afterwards to his hell — -no re- 
demption. So you see there is quite a difference Jbetween us; 
and I leave It to you to decide whieh of us has the best hell ! 

My hearers, in view of this doctrine -of endlesa.ioKiua*e 
you may fear God, and you may tremble in dread of his anger^ 
and you may repent and pray — but you cannot love him I — 
You may yancy you love him, and you may flatter your- 
selves into the idea that you really do love him ; but it is all 
imaginary. There is no loveliness in a- Being that can deal 
thus with creatures ; and without we see something lovely in. 
the character of our Heavenly Father, it is impossible to 
love him. I could not love such a Being if I would ; and I 
lell you more, I would not if I could. The character which 
this doctrine ascribes to the Almighty renders him. unworthy 
the love of a single intelligent creature ! 

My eighth objection is, that this doctrine '' represents God 
as acting contrary to his law;" that is, to "return good for 
evil." My friend thinks that a hell in this world, then, 
would also be contrary to his law. But he must recollect 
(hat although God punishes us here ibr our sins, he does not 
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inflict any more punishment than is for our good — than is 
necessary to a good end ; and that all his chastisements are 
directed by infinite love. But we cannot say this in view of 
endless punishment; that cannot be "overcome with good;" 
for there is no afterwards to it I He says, " to punish a 
man in this world for sin, is certainly contrary to the princi- 
ple, 'overcome evil with good,' if future punishment would 
be." My friends I have not said anything about future pun- 
ishmetit. I care not whether the punishment be in this 
world or the future, so that it is limited and results in good. 
But the question is endless punishment ; and the gentleman 
is not going to escape the force of my argument by talking 
about '^future punishment!" Let that be remembered. 

My ninth objection is that this doctrine is a contradiction 
of the scriptures. My friend, instead of paying any attention 
to it, undertakes to show that Universalism also contradicts the 
the scriptures, by quoting a number of texts of doubtful mean- 
ing, and then says Universalism denies them! This is a sin- 
gular wa/ to answer an objection! I am astonished that the 
gentleman should again introduce 2 Tim. iv. 1 — "who shall 
judge the quick and the dead at his appearing and his king- 
dom,*' after what was said on that passage when we were on 
the first proposition! Has he forgot the defeat he met with 
then? I showed clearly — in fact the passage declares it — 
that this judging the quick and the dead was to take place at 
Christ's appearing in his kingdom; and that, as I have showed^ 
has long since been accomplished. 

He quotes Heb. ix. 27 — "it is appointed unto men once to 
die, but after this the judgment," but as we are not discussing 
the subject of judgment, this text is not to the point. I take 
a veiy different view of it, I presume, from the gentleman, but 
I cannot stop here to give it. 

He also refers to the parable of the rich m{|,ii and Lazarus, 
and to Matth. xxv. 46 — "and these shall go away into ever- 
lasting punishment, but the righteous into life eternal," Let 
him introduce those passages as proof texts, and say that he 
relics on them as such, and he will find me ready to attend 
to him. Otherwise I shall take no notice of them. 

If any doctrine under heaven is calculated to "mate the 
heart of the righteous sad," it is the doctrine of endless pun- 
ishipent! They are (those who believe it) "all their Ufetini4^ 
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sQbjeet to bondage,'' from a fear that they may have to endure 
it ; and though they may escape it themselves, they know 
that some of their friends must suffer it if it be true. And 
what is better calculated to '^strengthen the hands of the 
wicked that he should not return from his evil way by promis- 
ing him life," than to tell him that "sin is pleasant — there is 
no punishment in this worid — and that he may live in the 
pleasant enjoyment of sin all his days, so he just repent and 
be baptized a few hours before he dies — he will then escape 
aU punishment and go straight to heaven." This text in £zek. 
xiii. 22, is an unfortunate text for my friend, and I am very 
much astonished that he should refer to it ! 

He next quotes Rev. xxi. 8, and xx. 12, where certain char- 
acters were ''cast into the lake of fire and ^rimstone, which 
is the second death.*" - The gentleman, I suppose, under- 
stands this all literally, and although it has nothing to do with 
the qCiestiQnjn debate, I will say a few words about this "lake of 
fire and brimstonei" lest he should think I am afraid of it! 
In Rev. xix. 20, we read, "and tlie beast was taken, and with him 
the false prophet that wrought miracles before him, With which 
he deceived them that had received the mark of the beast j 
and them that worshippecl his image. - T^hey both were cast 
ALIVE into a lake of fife burning with brimstone. And the 
remnant were slain with the sword of him that sat upon the 
horsei * * and all the fowls were filled with their flesh.^' 
Is this to be in the eternal world? Again, "the beast that 
thou sawest, was, and is not ; and shall ascend out of the 
bottomless pit, and go into perdition, [is not this bottomless 
pit the "lake of fire and brimstone?''] and they that dwell 
ow THE EARTH SHALL WANDER (whosc names werc not^written 
in the book of life, &c.,) when they beheld the beast that was, 
and is not, and yet is." — Rev. xvii. 8. So those that dwell on 
the earth were to see all this. Does this prove endless pun- 
ishment? But again, Rev. xx. 14, "and death and hell were 
cast into the lake of fire, this is the second death." Will my 
friend tell us whether death and hell are to suffer endless 
punishment? If not, then neither are the beast, and the false 
prophet, and other wicked characters that were to be cast into 
the 1^ of fire and brimstone. Please recollect this. 

I will now proceed to offer some more objections to this 
doctrine. As Mr. Franklin does not seem disposed to pro- 
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ceed wilh the affirmative, I can do no better than to fill up 
my time by presenting what I conceive to be objections to the 
doctrine. He has not given us a single proof text in his last! 
I hope he will do better in his next. 

My tenth objection is that the doctrine of endless punish- 
ment malces the devil, every way, a greater being than God ! 
I know it is generally believed that God is the wi§»est and most 
powerful being in the universe, and the scripti/res say that he 
shall finally be "all in all," and that "the devil and all his 
works shall be destroyed;" — but if this doctrine be true, the 
devil will get far the largest portion of manknd, and will live 
and torment them as long as God himself shall endure ! God 
and the devil are opposed to each other ;* the one is seeking 
the salvation |of mankind, the other his [eternal rHitt, Now 
1 ask, if the devil succeds in getting four-fifths or anore of 
them into hell, whether he will • not prove to be more powerful- 
than God .^ [Time exjnr^d.J 
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Gentleman Moderators : 
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My frh?ndy Mr. Man ford, seems unwilling to own that 
he was angry; J)iit if he uses such language as that con' 
tained in his speech before his last, when he is in a good hu- 
irtor, it makes the matter still worse for him. But he 
Used some strange language in his last speech for a man in 
good humor. I am by nt) means jesting, but say what I 
think, and what many others think. But if be will be in » 
good humor in time to come, we \yill look over it. 

He is still in trouble about my dividing and subdividing my 
proposition. I never knew before, that it was aa offence 
to divide a proposition into three heads. I ihougKi my 
opponent bfitd debated the question before us, so frequently, 
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that he was prepared for any course one could pursue; 
but it appears that throwing the proposition into three simple 
heads or propositions, has thrown him into such a perfect 
confusion, that he is almost ready to declare that he will not 
debate at all. Indeed, he has threatened repeatedly, that he 
will not reply to my arguments. Well, that is just what 
I expected ; I knew that he could not reply, and of course 
that he would not. I am not so unreasonable as to want him 
to do what I know he cannot. If he were to advauce 
any thing that I could not reply to, perhaps I would not try. 

He appears now to be satisfied that the wicked will be 
punished after death, and the only point now upon which he 
seems concerned, is the duration of that punishment; and 
consequently, he says, '* I shajl continue to urge upon 
hiftfi the necessity of coming up to this point, and shall 
pay but little or no attention to any thing he says." 

The gentleman argued in his speech before the last, 
that the doctrine of endless punishment could not be 
true, as so great a portion of the world do not know 
it. In reply, I said that Universalism could not then, be true, 
for a much greater portion of*the world did not know 
anything about it. In his last speech, he comes forward, 
and replies to his own argument, by asking, with an air 
of triumph, ** How many, I ask, believe in Campbellism, or 
know anything about it ]" It is no difference to me how 
many or how few, for I admit that the argument has no 
force in it ; but I simply used it to show that, if the argument 
was good, it would disprove his own doctrine. But he 
proceeds to say, that " if so awful a doctrine as endless pun- 
ishnient be true, then the world ought to know it, that 
they might have a chance to avoid it; but the fact that but a 
small portion of mankind know anything about it, even if it 
be true, is pretty good evidence that it is false." I say then, 
if this logic be worth anything, the ** fact that but a small 
portion of mankind know anything about" Universalism, 
*'is pretty good evidence that it is false." If the logic 
is good in one case, it is in the other. ** For," he says, 
"Our Heavenly Father would not be likely to place his chil- 
dren in such iminent danger — ^where their eternal inter- 
ests are at stake — without giving them warning of it, in 
a manner, too, not to be misunderstood." But has not 
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God given just such warning ? Our Lord speakd of eternal 
punishment and eternal damnation, and if he is not warned 
by it, the reason must be that he does not believe the Lord's 
language. 

But he now allows that none ought to know it, if there is to 
be another punishment, but that it is not so important 
lo know of the hell of which he speaks, for men pass through 
his hell, but cannot go through an^endless hell. That is just 
what we have been telling Universalists, all the time ; that if 
a man is once convinced that there is no hell, only something 
that he. will pass through in this life, he will then think, it 
is of but little importance whether he knows anything about 
it or not, for if he gets into hell, he will get out again. But 
I did not expect the gentleman to own right out, as he did in 
his last speech, that it is so much more important to the world 
to know our doctrine, if it be true, than it is to know his doc- 
trine, if it be true. In this, he.has as good as conceded that 
if his doctrine be true, it is not material whether you know 
it or not. In this, he will find very many who will agree 
with him. My friend says, ** if it is true, it would be better 
for the world, if every body was acquainted with Universal- 
ism, and believed in it ; but then there is not so much, noth- 
ing in fact, at stake,- if Universalism be true, in comparison 
with what. there is, if endless punishment be true." No, 
gentlemen, if your doctrine be true, there is "nothing in 
fact at stake," whether you know it or not. . Do you 
think Paul would have preached and suffered as he did, 
to make known the gdspel, if there was "nothing in fact, 
at stake," as my opponent now admits, is the case, if his 
doctrine be true ? My Universalian friends, you need not 
pay the gentleman for preaching, writing, and publishing his 
doctrine, for he now says "there is nothing in fact at stake," 
whether you know it or not, if the doctrine be true. But 
there is something great at stake, rf it is not true, as he 
has now ad milted. 

Mr. Manford has gone through another lengthy argument, 
or rather, has gone over the same long argument again, 
to prove that the persons standing without the kingdom, and 
knocking at the door, crying,- Lord, Lord, open unto us, 
were in the kingdom. Now, to make short of a long story, 
1 would ask the gentleman the question : did Christ command 
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his hearers to ^^strive to enter in at the strait gate," who 
were already in ? Did he say, to those already in the king- 
dom, <\vou will seek to enter in, and shall not be able?" 
Were they within, when the Lord said, they should ''stand 
without ?" He has now given sufficient evidence that he 
does not believe this passage. Although the Lord said, they 
should strive to enter in, and should not be able, and stand 
without; he faces Jesus, and declares that they were in 
already. If he can prove that persons whom Jesus rep- 
resents as '^standing without," were actually within, he may 
prove his favorite position, that **all the wicked will be 
saved." 

But how docs he make out his proof? By quoting 
passages where the church is called the kingdom, but I deny 
that he meant the church in this passage, for the Master has 
never shut the door of the church, and persons have never 
strived to enter iii and were not able. Nor have any 
ever been thrust away from the door of the church, who 
cried, Lord, Lord, open unto us. The church is sometimes 
called the kingdom, and sometimes kingdom means heaven 
itself, as in this passage, ^^Flesh and blood cannot inherit the 
kingdom of God." It is the gate of the kingdom that 
will be shut against all who do iniquity. The words "thrust 
out," as the original from which they come, simply mean, 
"thrust nway." This passage thenr^tands in all its force 
against Universalism, alluding to the everlasting kingdom, 
which is not inhetited by flesh and blood, and into which those 
who do iniquity can never enter. lie has made nothing in 
the shi^e of a reply on this point — indeed, he has scarcely 
made a genteel quibble. 

The gentleman now admits the condiiionaliiy of those pas- 
sages, upon which I accused him of renouncing his doctrine 
in his former speech, but allows there is a shade of difference 
in our application of them. He allows they have no refer- 
ence to a future state. Well, let us consider briefly; "Lay 
up treasure in heaven." Where does "in heaven " mean i 
Just a few-words before he came ta this passage, he stated 
that I admitted that "the wicked go to heaven." When he 
said this, I thought he meant some place besides this world ; 
but now laying up treasure in heaven, has no reference 
to any other world than this ! ! I told the gentleman, in my 
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first speech, that I expected he would bring heaven into this 
world. But he says now, it means the same as "set your 
affections on things above." What a luminous divine ! But 
you will remember, he admits that the language is condi- 
tional. The condition is, if you "lay up treasure in heaven," 
you will be rich in heaven, but my friend's doctrine is, 
that you shall have treasure in heaven, whether you lay it up 
ornot. 

But "seek those, things which are alcove," is also con- 
ditional. The condition is, if you seek you shall find. But 
the gentleman's doctrine is that you shall have those things 
above, whether you seek them or not, .But to change it to 
suit his present quibble, the "things above," simply mean 
things on earth. But the things above, were where Chi ist sits 
on the right hand of God. If you want those things you 
must seek them. 

The gentleman seems greatly puzzled to know what to do 
with the good foundation against the time to come, but allows 
that it "in all probability, alluded to the time of trouble, 
which was soon to come upon the Jewish nation." That 
was a beautiful thought, truly I It was an important item for 
the apostle, to have Timothy charge the rich men in the city 
of Ephesus, in Asia Minor, to be benevolent, &c., thus lay- 
ing up a good foundation against the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, a city in the southern part of Palestine, some eight hun- 
dred or a thousand miles distant! ! What a clear and lucid 
exposition of scripture ! And^ I suppose, they would lay 
hold on eternal life, in the city of Ephesus, when Jerusalem 
would be destroyed!! How plain all this is! Well, I 
declare ; I now think less of Universalism than ever. It 
represents the God of eternity, as encouraging christian men 
to good works, and promises them a good foundation against 
the time to come and eternal life, by which he means no bet- 
ter foundation or life, than they already had! Yet, my 
friend. can talk long and loud about the character of God ! 

My friend makes quite an attempt at witticism on Rom. 2: 7, 
and allows that we will not hear much more on that passage; 
but in this he is mistaken. I saw nothing terrifying, or even 
new in all ho said. But he is not pleased with the manner in 
which I answered the question, " can immortality be obtained 
by seeking for it?" And why is he not pleased? Simply 
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because 1 did not answer in a way that would give him some 
capital. But did I not answer fairly ? -We were talking of 
the immortality of Rom. 2 : 7, and I answered that it can be 
obtained by seeking for it.- This he now admits, and sets off 
to show that it can be had in this world. And how does he 
do this ? Why, to be sure, the Greek word aphtharsia is in 
some other places translated sincerity ! But why did not he 
tell you that the same word is translated " incorruption," four 
times in the 15vh chapter 1 Corinthians, where he has refer- 
red it to the future state a thousand times ? I know exactly 
the quibble the gentleman intended to make, and conse- 
quently answered him, that "the" immortality spoken of 
here could be obtained by seeking for it ; and he now grants 
this, and as the Greek word aphtharsia is used in the very 
same sense here, it is 1 Cor. 15 : 4t, 50, 53, 54, and as he 
admits it to refer to the future world in the latter places, he 
cannot avoid it in the former passage. 

I deny the propriety of the gentleman's translation of the 
word in (juestion, in Rom. 2 ; 7. A man may he sincere, but 
there is no propriety in enjoining it upon him to seek sinceri- 
ty. Y014 might as well talk about seeking honesty, seeking 
candor, &c., as seeking sincerity. You cannot find a trans- 
lator of any note in the world that will bear you out, in 
translating that word, in that passage, sincerity. But, as I 
said before, the word is used in the same sense as in 1 Cor. 
15, and as the gentleman always refers it to the future world 
in the latter place, he is bound to in the former. I cannot 
say of him, as he did of me, that he always leaves a '* loop 
hole " to slip out at, for he has not left himself even a "loop 
hole " to slip out ai. When a man will try to explain away 
immortality so as to be something in this world, for the sake 
of getting clear of hell, I confess that he is more easily 
alarmed by the smell of brimstone than most men ! 

In my last speech, I admonished my Universalian friends 
not to expect too much of Mr. Manford ; and presented a few 
- plain points which 1 knew he could not answer; and the gen- 
tleman was so struck with the force of them, that he made 
not the slightest effort to answer them, but adopted the same 
plan of argument, to see if he could not confound me in the 
same way. But in the place of adopting his plan, in slip- 
ping by without noticing my proof- texts, I shall take tho^e 
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alltid^ed to byjiim, and examine them one by one. He says, 
1. "When the Bible says, 'God will have all men to be 
saved, and come to the knowledge of the truth,' do you ex- 
pect him to prove that God will not have all men to be saved?" 
But there is not an intimation in this passage that it means 
future salvation. Not only so, but it simply expresses the 
willingness of God that all men should be saved. It is the 
will of God that all men should be Christians ; or as ex- 
pressed in the 8th verse of the same chapter, it is the will of 
God that men should pray every where ; yet all men are not 
christians, and all men do not pray. 

2, The next passage is, " the Lord will not cast off for- 
ever." Sam. 3 : 31. I should like to hear the gentleman 
tell how long " forever " is. If forever means only di little 
while, as he will be compelled .to say before long, I don't see 
any force in the passage. It will simply be, '^ the Lord will 
not cast off a little whiles But he is bound to apply the 
passage to the coming world, or it proves nothing for him ; 
for he admits that God does cast off forever, as far as this 
world is concerned. If, then, it be applied to the eternal 
state, the passage implies that men will be cast off, but not 
forever. Thus you perceive that he cannot apply it to the 
coming state without giving up his doctrine. The expression 
evidently relates to the Jewish nation, over whom the prophet 
was lamenting, and who has since been cast off as a nation, 
but are not to be cast off forever. But David did say to 
Solomon, " If thou seek him," (the Lord) " he will be found 
of thee : but if thou forsake him, he mill cast thee off for- 
ever.^^ 

3, "I will not contend forever." Isa. 57: 16. How 
long is forever ? The gemlQjwan will tell you that it is only 
a little while. Well, then, the simple idea is, " I will not 
contend a little whiie.^* Is that the meaning of the passage? 
He will tell you no, but that it means, ** I will not contend 
endlessly." Well, does it refer to the future state? He 
must say it does, or the argument is worth nothing; and if 
it does, then he has God contending with the wicked after 
death, and has therefore renounced his doctrine. But he is 
obliged to bring it into this world, and therefore it relates not 
to the question before us. 

4, **Death, the last enemy, shall be destroyed." 1 Cor. 



iB6 TttKOLOGlCAt DISCUSSION. 

16: 26. When will "death, the last enemy, be destroyed?'* 
At the resurrection of the dead, responds every Universalist. 
Well, how will death be destroyed, at the resurrection of ihe 
dead? The apostle John answers : "And death and hell 
were cast into the lake of fire. This is the second death." 
Rev. 10: 14. The gentleman, then, is right in saying that 
death shall be destroyed at the resurrection; for John had 
just spoken of the dead, small and great, standing before 
God, and being judged, and tells us of the destruction of 
death and hell, in the lake of fire. But what are the words 
that follow immediately afier? "And whosoever was dot 
found in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire." 
Rev. 20: 14. Here, then, my friend finds death, hell, anil 
those not in the book of life, at the resurrection of the dead, 
cast into the lake of fire, which is the second deatii. He 
may therefor^ bid a final farewell to Universal ism. 

6. The gentleman also quoted the words: "AH the ends 
of the world shall remember, and turn unto the Lord, and all 
the kindreds of the nations shall worship before him. Ps. 
22: 27. But as neither of us believe there will be any turn- 
ing unto the Lord in the world to come, we must find some 
place to apply the passage in this world, where people do 
turn unto the Lord. Any person who can find where God 
poured out of his spirit upon "a// Jlesh,^* can easily find 
where the other nations, or the Gentiles, as well as the Jews, 
"remembered and turned to the Lord." 

6. My friepd referred to the promise to Abraham, but 
forgot to tell you that Paul leaches that the promise is to be 
^*giw en to them thaChelieve,^^ Gal. :3: 22. He would add, 
1 suppose, the words, and to them that believe not also. 
That is his doctrine, twist it as he may. 

7. My friend quotes, "God is love.'* Yes, "God is love;" 
not God 'WILL be love. In connection with this he quotes, 
"He is good unto all, and his tender mercies are over all his 
works.'* This also is in the present tense; and does not 
say that God will be good unto all, and that his tender- 
mercies WILL BE over all. Well, if "God is love," "i> 
good," and "his mercies are over all," what does all that 
prove? Why, Mr. M. says, that notwithstanding all his love 
and tender mercies, he punishes men in hell — pours out 
upon ihem the fierceness and wrath of Almighty God, in* this 
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tVorkl. Well, God is unchangeable; and if he is lover is 
good and merciful, as he certainly is, and yet has destroyed 
men with a flood, in the red sea, with fire and brimstone, as 
in the case of Sodom, 1 can see nothing to hinder the same 
love and goodness fron\ punishing men forever. I do not, 
therefore, attempt to prove that God is not good, or that ho 
is hatred, but that he can be good and merciful, and punish 
men at the same time. You do not therefore expect any too 
much of me, when you expect me to refute every one of 
my friend's arguments. That' is just what I warn you to 
expect of me, and I shall not beg off from i|j,,fis he did in his 
last speech, although he was the respondant, and bound to 
reply, or at least to try; but, as I said before, he cannot, and 
therefore his friends ought not to be offended at him if he 
does not. - * 

The gentlenian still keeps Squirming under his statement 
in his first speech. He said, "I believe that by neglecting 
or improving our talents in this world, we may effect our fu- 
ture situation. " He wants to know now, if he does **be- 
lieve that improving or neglecting our talents in this world, 
will have some effect on our characters and mental capaci- 
ties in the future world ; what has this to do with endless 
punishment^"' I answer him again, as I did before, that it 
proves that a finite creature, in a finite state, can do some-* 
thing that will efiect an infinite state ; and If this neglect in 
this life can subject a man to some of the lower degrees' of 
glory, when he first enters heaven, that this disadvantage at 
the start may keep him in the lower degrees perpetually and 
thus prove an infinite evil. In this he has yielded up ^ihe 
argument that a finite creature can no nothing that can effect 
an infinite state, in doing which he has given up the bottom 
corner stone of his whole edifice. To add to the strength of 
this, he now says, ** it is very raiional-that there will be dif- 
ference of character in the future state, and degrees in hap- 
piness, according to the improvements and moral attainments 
acquired in this life." That is just what we have been tell- 
ing our Ufiiveraalian friends all the time; but we never 
could get them to own it before. They always denied that 
it was "rational" for the difference in character to follow 
men into the world to come. But Mr. M. now says, *' it is 
very rational to suppose that there will be difference ofchar"^ 
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acler iu the future stcite." Yes, and that difference is efiect- 
ed by our conduct in this world, and even the resurrection 
does not change it I and e\en Mr. Manford thinks it *Wery 
rational." Well, he is right; and it is equally rational lo 
suppose that if his wicked character folhDWs him into the fu- 
ture state, he must be saved iu his sins or not saved at all, 
and if he does not believe in men being saved in their sins, 
it must be that they are not saved at all. My friend has thus 
virtually admitted that a man,'s character will follow hiin 
into the future state, and, if bad, prove an infinite evil, iu 
depriving him everlastingly of ;hat happiness which he might 
have attained to had he conducted himself right in this world. 

My friend says, "God is the Author of everything." But 
the Bible says of the devil, " he is a liar, and the father of 
lies." Here, then, is one thing of which God is not the 
father or the author. Our God is not the father of lies, the 
author of murder ; but that the author of these abomina- 
tions, the gentleman has substantially asserted, in saying 
that "he is the author of everything." I was sorry to hear 
him manifest such a malicious spirit towards the Almighty 
Creator. He says, '*if the doctrine be true, (the. doctrine of 
endless punishmen,) then 1 charge God with being the au- 
thor of an infinite evil." You need not wonder if he should 
never be convinced, for he hates the doctrine of endless 
punishment, so that he m\\ hate the Almighty God if he 
shall see fit to inflict it on any human being, and in his rage 
and bluster says: "If the doctrine be true, then I charge 
God with being the author of an infinite evil." You can 
now see how much confidence he has in the wisdom of God. 
Although he quotes God's word to you, when he thinks he 
can find a little scrap that he can tMstinto a proof of his 
doctrine, yet he would not believe a word in the Bible, or 
endorse its authority, if he should find that it decides against 
him ; but, on the contrary, "if this doctrine be true, then he 
charges God !" Yes, if the Almighty Jehovah shall dare 
punish any human being eternally, he declares that he will 
hate him forever, and charge him with being the author of 
an infinite evil : ' All that will be but a poor mitigation of tb$^ 
sufferings of hell, if he shall find himself one of i\» iiiiser- 
able victims. He will find it "hard to kick against tbe.gc^ds*" 

He says, of punishment, "we may not see how it isi^be* 



ENDLESS PUNISHMENT. 289 

cause we cannot see the end ; but God can see it ; and God, 
being good and wise, .we have aright to conclude that he 
will not permit temporary evil, unless it is finally to eventu- 
ate in good.,' He thus admits that " we may not be able to 
see " how the punishments God inflicts upon the wicked - 
eventuate in good, yet he allows they do; and how does he 
prove it! Why, because God is good and wise, and conse- 
quently could not do wrong. That sounds like he was coming* 
to his senses That is all I ask relative to future pun- 
ishment. " We may not be able to see how it is, because 
we cannot see the end, but God can sec it : and God, be- 
ing ffood and wise, we have a right to conclude that 
he would not permit" endless punishment, "unless it is to 
eventuate in good." He is bound to say the same of some 
punishments which he admits. But he says, " God can see 
it." So I say of endless punishment; "God can see it:" 
and be it ever far from me to "charge God," because I am 
too ignorant to see all that he sees. 

The gentleman politely told you that it was none of my 
business whether his hell does any good or not. This is the 
way he talks when he is in a good humor, I suppose ! None 
af my business, I suppose, indeed ! No matter what kind of 
nonsense he tries to impose on this people, I suppose! It is 
'*none of your business !" Universalism is truly hard press- 
ed, when it brings forth such language from its defender as 
this ! My business or nor, I shall take upon me occasional- 
ly to allude to the restraining nature of his hell. You might 
Its well think to deter the tapster from his cups by telling 
him that his face would be red, as to think of deterring men 
from sin, by telling them that they are now in hell. ^ 

The gentlemen says, "I care not whether the punishment 
be in this world or the future, so that it is limited in its dura- 
lion, and results in good." And just before he said this, he 
said, "my friends, 1 have not said anything bhoxxx fuinro 
punishment." How did this sound in your ears, after hcar- 
iQg him try so hard to prove that the coming of Christ to 
judge the world was past ? Yes, on day before yesterday all 
judgment and all punishment was past ; but, now, he has 
saidnd^hing cfboui future punishment, and he does not care 
wbetKer k is in this or the future world. Well, it is lime 
I sfaotlld confine myself more particularly to the duration of 

19 
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punishment, since he has come so near admitting the rest of 
the question. 

I now proceed to introduce Matt. 25: 46, ia a formal manner 
to the attention of my friend, as he is so modest that he cannot 
give it any attcmioii without a formal introduction. *^ And 
these shall go away into everlasting puDishmem; but the 
righteous into life eternal." In this passage the words 
♦'everlasting" and *'eternal" are both from the same Greek 
word. That word is aionion. It is not used here to express 
the kind of punishment or life, but to express the duration 
of each. No one can deny that the life mentioned here is 
endless, and this word ^eternal' expresses its unlimited dura- 
tion, in the same sentence, then, from the lips of the same 
speaker^ in reference to the rame state, is the same word 
found to express the duration of the punishment of the dis- 
obedient, which is used to express the duration of the life 
of the righteous. 1 ask, then, by what rule of interpreta- 
tion, and by what kind of logic, does any man make this 
word, used by the same speaker, in the same sentence, o\ 
unlimited duration, when applied to the life of the righte- 
ous, but of limited duration when applied to the punishment 
of the wicked] Certainly by no rule or law of language, 
or anything else, only a determination to say it is so, be- 
cause it so. 

But I now call your attention to Greenfield's Greek lexi- 
con, and there find the first definition of the Greek woid 
aionion to be unlimited as to duration, and the only two re- 
maining definitions are eternal and everlasting. That the 
word is defined right is proved by Paul, who knew what it 
does mean. In speaking of the priesthood of Christ, he says, 
"who is made, not after the law of a carnal commandment, 
but after the power of an endless life." Why does he call 
the life of which he is speaking endless? He answers in 
the very next words : "For he testifieth. Thou art a priest ^ 
forever.'' Heb. 7 : 16, 17. Paul calls the life of which he 
is speaking endless, because God said it -was forever. In 2 
Cor. 14 : 18, he gives us another clue to thejneaningof this 
word. He says, "the things which are seen are temporal; 
but the things which are not seen are eternal ." These tempo- 
ral punishments which are seen, are not the. punishments the 
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Savior speaks of in my proof-text ; but the eternal punish- 
ment of which he speaks is not seen in this mortal state. — 
What does any man care for authorities, who, in the face 
of all this, will contend for a limited duration for the punish- 
ment of the wicked in the coming world, or no punishment 
at all, as is the case with some? Such persons are proof 
against all authority, all reason, and all argument, and noth- 
ing will deliver them from the fearful delusion which has 
swallowed them up, but the revelation of the Lord Jesus, 
when ever tongue will be compelled to acknowledge the jus- 
tice of the ways of God. 

The gentleman can make but one eflbrt to avoid the force 
of this word ; and that will be to show that it has been ap- 
plied in a limited sense ; but that can be done with any word 
in human speech . Even the word endless is used where it does 
not literally mean endless. Paul speaks of " endless genealo- 
gies," where all know that it must be used in a limited 
sense ; but he would be a most stupid critic who would refer 
to this passage to determine the meaning of the word end- 
less. Even the words perpetual and unlimited are frequent- 
ly used in a limited sense. The same is true of any word 
in human speech; and had I been given choice among all 
the words with which I am acquainted, I could not have 
found one more expressive of unlimited duration, than eter^ 
nal and everlastings or the Greek aionion from which they 
come. If there is then one word under Heaven that could 

« 

prove my position, the word applied to the duration of pun- 
ishment by the Lord himself, will prove it. 

Ill looking over the single book of Revelations, you will find 
the words forever and ever to occur thirteen times. Of this 
number the expression is five times applied to the life of 
Christ, and the life of God, in the following manner : " Him 
that liveth forever and eufr." Once it is applied to the 
reign of the saints with Christ, as follows : *' And they shall 
reign forever and filler ^ Three times this expression is 
applied to the praises of God as follows : ** Blessing and 
glory, and wisdom, and thanksgiving, and honor, and power, 
and might, be unto our God, forever and fuer." Once it 
is applied to the reign of Christ, as follows : " And he shall 
reign forever and every Now beyond all dispute, this ex- 
pression is applied to that which is of endless duration^ ia 
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each of [the ten places to which 1 have referred, and the 
words yV>rerfr and ever are used to express that duration, 
and can mean nothing else in those passages. 

Once this expression is applied to the beast and the false 
prophet, whom the Divine Spirit declared, '» shall be tor- 
mented day and nigFit, forever and ffu^r." Another occur- 
rence of this expression you \#ill find in the following : " And 
after these things, 1 heard a great voice of much people in 
Heaven, saying, Allelluia; salvation, and glory, and honor, 
and power unto the Lord our God ; for true and righteous 
are his judgments, for he hath judged the great whore, which 
did corrupt the earth with her fornication, and hast avenged 
the blood of his servants at her hands. Again they said, 
Allelluia : and her smoke rose up forever and ct?<?r." This 
expression also occurs at the close of the following wonder- 
ful language of the Holy Book : *' The same shall drink of 
the wine of the wrath of God; which is poured out without 
mixture into the cup of his indignation ; and he shall be tor- 
mented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the holy 
angels, and in presence of the Lamb ; and the snioke of their 
torment ascended /orerer and ever^ 

Now when we read of *' Him that liveth forever and ever," 
no one doubts but the import is, " Him whose lite is of un- 
limited duration." When the sarpe expression is applied to 
the praises of God, and to the reign of the saints with Christ, 
no one dolibts but it expresses perpetual duration. I ask 
then, in the name of all reason, and in view of the grand so- 
lemnities of the Book concerning which I speak, after admit- 
ing that this expression means unlimited, in ten places out of 
the only thirteen which it has in this book, by what authority 
does any man say, that the other three occurrencies have a 
different signification I Certainly nothing was ever more ar- 
bitrary, than to admit the unlimited duration expressed by 
this phrase in ten places,^nd then, in the same book, from the 
same pen, deny the same duration as expressed by the same 
words. No one but a most perfect tyrant, could thus force 
and torture the same words, fiom the pen of the same writer, 
in the same book, in reference to the same state, to mean of 
unlimited duration in ten places, and to mean of limited 
duration in the remaining three ; when no such thing is im- 
/>Jied in the text or conlexi, cViVvex ^t^fe^^^ w ^.(^xftd. 



ENDLESS PTTNISHMENT. 293 

Now, I ask the gentleman, what language the Almighty 
could have used, that would express endless punishment, if 
that which I have produced does not ? If men may be in 
" danger of eternal damnation," "go into everlasting punish- 
ment," and be " tormented day and night forever and ever," 
"where the wormdieth not and and the fire is not quenched," 
and not suffer endless punishment ; then, indeed, there is no 
language under Heaven that can prove endless punishment. 

The gentleman has expressed a great desire to get into the 
merits of the question, touching the duration of punishment ; 
but I expect to see him now ramble all over the creation, 
and have more to say about every thing else than the passages 
I have introduced. Will he refer to any lexicons to get the 
definitions of the words 1 have relied upon ? We shall see. 
But you need hot expect him to be convinced, for he now de- 
clares, that if my position is true, God is the author of infi* 
nite evil, he charges it upon God, and he now says, " I 
could not love such a being if I would, and I tell you nriore, 
I would not if I could." Convince such a man ! In the sa- 
cred name of reason, how would you convince him ? He 
would despise the Almighty Jehovah, should he be compelled 
to admit that he decides against him ; and if he should find 
he is mistaken, he decides now, that he will hate God for- 
ever. This shows how much regard he has for the wisdom 
of God. [Time expired,] 
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MK. MANFORD'S THIRD SPEECH. 



My Friends : 

Mr. Franklin commences his last speech with his old song, 
about my being angry, or in a bad humor! The gentleman 
has made himself extremely ridiculous on this subject ; in- 
deed he is quite childish! — and one would think that he ought, 
by this time, to be ashamed of himself I but no ; like some 
little boy who is determined to have the last word — ^'*if you 
were not angrj", you acted like you were — ^if you were in a 
good humor, I should hate to see you in a bad humor !" It 
must be apparent to you all, my friends, that he resorts to 
this course, when he has nothing else to say — a kind ofhobby, 
when he finds himself used up. You may set it down as a 
matter of fact then, that whenever he gets to talking about my 
being angry^ he is in a bad predreament, and don't know what 
else to say ! 

My friends, I am in no trouble about * ^dividing or subdivid- 
ing the proposition." We agreed to debate a certain propo- 
sition, viz: endless punishment; and he may <' divide and 
subdivide," and raise as many other questions as he pleases, 
one thing is certain, he cannot draw me away from the ques- 
tion I agreed to discuss. He may take whatever course he 
pleases; all I have to say is — I shall not reply to any thing 
that does not bear directly upon the proposition. 

He misrepresents me, and says that which he knows to be 
false, when he says that I '* appear to be satisfied that the 
^cked will be punished after death." He knows I believe in 
no such thing ! But punishment after death is not the ques- 
tion between us, and therefore I do not choose to discuss it. 

He is guilty of an equally base and wilful misrepresentation, 
when he represents me as saying there is "nothing at stake," 
if Universalism be true! I said, and I say again, that there 
is nothing at stake if Universalism be. true, in comparison 
with what there is at stake, if endless punishment be true. — 
And there being so much at stake — indeed a wh ole. eternity— 
if the latter doctrine be true, 1 argued that it could not be 
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true, from Ihe fact that but a small portion of the world knows 
any thing about it. Such a palpable misrepresentation does 
not speak very well eUher for a man's head or heart! 

But he says,.**God has given just such .warning"—" Our Lord 
speaks of etenial punishment, and eternal damnation." True 
enough ; and now admitting, for the sake of the argument, 
that the New. Testament teaches the doctrine of endless pun- 
ishment, how mlgmy I ask, know anything about the New Tes- 
tament? — ^how many, in comparison with the whole world, 
know anything of the gospel? Admit all the gentleman asks 
for, and it does not meet my argument, by a thousand miles ! 
So I ^ep^at"that if the doctrine of endless punishment were 
true, — a doctrine in which there would be so much at stake, 
God would have taken measures to have made the fact known 
to the world — ^to the whole world — and in a way too, that all 
would have known it long ago. The presumption is, there- 
fore, that the doctrine is not true ! 

Mr. Franklin still holds on to the idea that the "kingdom of 
God" means heaven^ And although I showed positively in my 
last that if the "kingdom of Grod," and "kingdom of heaven," 
mean heaven, then the wicked go to heaven ; for we read of the 
wiofced being "thrust out" of the "kingdom" — of gathering "out 
of his kingdom'' things "that offend" — of "the children of the 
kingdom" being "cast out," and of "the kingdom of heaven" 

fathering of "every kind; ' ' yet notwithstanding all this, he thinks 
failed to prove the fact, because in the passage he quoted, the 
Savior speaks of their "standing without," and knocking at the 
door for entrance! Now in this very same passage , where they 
are represented as "standing without," (Lukp xiii, 24 — 28) the 
Savior winds up by saying — ^"and you yourselves thrust outy 
Thrust out of what? Why out of the kingdom of God — con- 
sequently they must have been*in the kingdom. 

But in regard to the other passages which I read, the gen- 
tleman allows they refer to the church. He says, "the church 
is sometimes called the kingdom, and sometimes kingdom 
means heaven itself, as in this passage — *Flesh and blood 
cannot inherit the kingdom of God.' " True enough : in this 
passage, I admit that "kingdom of God" means heaven; and 
1 now challenge Mr. Franklin to find another place in the New 
Testament where either "kingdom," "kingdom of heaven,'* 
or "kingdom of God," means the immortal sta.\ftl L^\\\\w\ 
do^oifhe ata, or forever hold his peace. 
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But he denies that this passage, (Luke xiii,) means the 
church, or kingdom on earth, "for," says he, "the Master has 
never shut to the door of the church." But was not the door 
"shut to" against the Jews? Let us enquire into this a little. 
In tho J 8th verse of this chapter the Savior saitli : " Unto 
what is the kingdom of God like?" That "kingdom of God" 
and **kingdom of heaven" are synonymous hfere, is evident 
from the fact that in the parallel place in Matt, (xiii, 31) the 
latter phrase is used. The Savior proceeds*: " I|c is like a I 
grain of mustard seed, which a man took and cast into his | 
garden; and it grew and waxed a great tree." Is heaven 
like a grain of mustard seed ? And did the Savior mean 
that it would "grow and wax a great tree?" "And again he 
said : whoreunto shall I liken the kingdom of God? It is like 
leaven which a woman took and hid in three measures of 
meal, till tlie whole was leavened. Is heaven ' like leaven 
which a woman hid in three measures of meal?' Or does not 
the Savior here allude to the gospel kingdom, or kmgdom of 
heaven on earth? Says Dr. Clarke, in speaking of these two 
parables of our Savior — "Both,^hese parables are jnrofheik, 
and were intended to show, principally, how, from very small 
beginnings, the gospel of Christ should pervade all the nations 
of the world, and fill them with righteousness apd true 
holiness." Now if the Savior does not in these two parables 
allude to the church, or kingdom of heaven on earth, then, all 
1 iiave to say, is, there is no place in the Bible where " king- 
dom of heaven," or "kingdom of God," has such a meaning! 
But the Savior goes right on, and in the 24th verse tells them 
to "strive to enter" into this kingdom "at the strait gate" — 
lest, when the Master shall *shut to the door,' they shall seek 
to enter, *and shall not be able.' And then in the 28th verse 
says: "There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth when 
ye shall see Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, and all the proph- 
ets in the kingdom of God, and you yourselves thrust out,'* 
Now to whom does he allude here? I answer to the Jews. 
And were they, not thrust out of the *kingdomof God?' was 
rt not "shut* against them? — was it not taken from them and 
given to another nation? As Mr. Franklin may be disposed 
to reject Dr. Clarke's evidence, I will read yoo what Alexan- 
der Campbell says touching this matter.. "When he visited 
Jerusalem the last time, and in the last parable pronounced to 
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them, he told them plainly, * the kingdom of God should be 
taken from them,' and given to a nation who should make a 
hetter use of the. honors of the kingdom; consequently, at 
that lime, the Jews had the kingdom of God.)" {Chris. Rest, 
p. 169.) , ^ 

Was heaven -taken from the Jews? And did the Jews at 
that time, have heaven? Mr. Franklin says the church, by 
which he means the " kingdom of heaven," has never been 
shut. I have proved that it was shut to the Jews But 
Mr. Campbell, in speaking of this same subject, (p. 166,) 
quotes this passage : "Alas! for you Scribes and Pharisees ! 
for you shut the kingdom of heaven against men, and 
will neither enter yourselves, nor permit others that would, lo "' 
csnier." So the kingdom of heaven, or church, was noi only 
shut against the Jews, when ihey were "thrust out," and 
it was taken from them, but even the Scribes and Pharisees 
had power and used it, 'to shut it against men ! 

Bui to show you that the Savior meant the "Church" 
or kingdom of God on earth, in this passage, (Luke 13,) 
which Mr. Franklin denies, I will read some more from Mr. 
Campbell. In speaking of the "kingdom" on earth, and of 
the Savior's parables in reference to it, he says, (p. 164,) 
^'sometimes he speaks of the administration of its affairs — of 
its king — of its territory — of its progress — of various inci- 
dents in its history. Hence the parable of the sower— of tlie 
wheat and darnel — of the leaven — of the merchant seeking 
goodly pearls — of the grain of mustard seed," &c. Mr. 
Campbell, you see, mentions both of those parables whioli 
occur in connection with Mr. Franklin's proof-text, (Luke 
18,) of the "leaven," and the "mustard seed," and applies 
them to the kingdom on earth. So I have Dr. Clarke and the 
celebrated A. Campbell", both on my side. I could add mote 
names to the list, if I thought it necessary. 

Now, it matters not whether those persons were in the 
kingdom or not, of whom Christ spoke, and who Mr. F. s^ys 
were not in It, because they stood without ; 1 referred to 
other places to show that the "kingdom of heaven " and 
'^kingdom of God," could not mean heaven, in those places, 
without involving the idea that there would be wicked men 
in heaven, an idea which no one admits. But he admits 
that in these places the, church i» meant, but contends 
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that '^kingdom of God,*' in the passage under consideration 
means heaven. I have therefore confined m3rself to this 
passage alone, and have, by an appeal to it, and its immedi- 
ate connection, where the subject is introduced by the 
two parables — the "mustard seed," and the ''leaven," shown 
conclusively and beyond refutation, that the "kingdom of 
God," .in this place also means the- church, or kingdom 
on earth. I have supported this position by Dr. Clarke and 
A. Campbell ; and I presume there is not an eminent com- 
mentator or theologian extant, but would be found to coin- 
cide with the same view. I think I may, therefore say, that I 
have now, at any rate, taken the gentleman's proof-text 
entirely out of his hands; and in such a manner, too, that 1 
flatter myself he will not try to regain it ! The passage has 
reference to the kingdom of God on earth — to the time 
when the Jews were "thrust out," and the "door shut to" 
against them ; it does not therefore apply to the future state, 
and consequently cannot render the gentleman the least 
particle of assistance whatever ! Wonder if he will say 
now that I have scarcely made a "genteel quibble," upon this 
passage ? 

In regard to those passages which I admitted to be condi- 
tional, but denied their application to the future life, it is not 
necessary that I should say much ; they were^disposed of in 
my last. I said the "time to come," againstwhich Timothy 
was to charge them to lay up "a good foundation," (1 Tim. 
4,) simply meant a lime of necessity^— and probably referred 
to the "time of trouble" shortly to come upon the Jewish na* 
tion. Mr. F. ridicules the idea that the people at Ephe- 
sus, could be in any danger from that event, because Ephesus 
was in Asia Minor, a great way from Jerusalem ! He should 
recollect, however, that there were plenty of Jews at Ephe- 
sus, as well as the other cities where churches were estab* 
lished throughout AsJa" Minor. And the greatest trouble 
experienced by the christians, both at Ephesus and at other 
places, was from the Jews. The great danger was that 
the converts to Christianity would fall back i6 Judaism ; 
in which case, they would share in the fate of that nation, 
which was soon to come, not only on them at Jerusalem, but 
to a greater or less extent on all of that ill-fated people, 
throughout the world! When Jerusalem fell, the nation 
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fell, far and near ; iheir greatness, their pride, their power, 
and glory — all was lost ! — the kingdom of heaven was taken 
from them, and they became a hissing and a by-word among 
all Hations!" The fact that Ephesus was a great way from 
Jerusalem, was no reason why the Jews of that place, 
and those who should be led off from Christianity by them^ 
should escape the "time of trouble" occasioned by the down- 
fall of the Jewish nation. But whether the apostle had 
reference to that time, or to some other "time to come," — one 
tking is very certain ; he meant nothing more than a time of 
necessity. The passage has no reference to the future 
state. 

But Mr. Franklin says he "thinks less of Universalism 
now than ever." And why ? Simply, because we do not 
represent "the God of eternity" as encouraging men to 
*'good works," by offering to reward them with heaven 
and immortality ! And has he just made that discovery ? It 
would be a fine idea indeed, for God to reward men with 
heaven and an eternity of happiness, simply for the few 
"good works" they do in this life ! — when in reality, they 
are doubly rewarded while here, for all the good they do, and 
indeed die in debt to the Almighty ! 

The gentleman does not like my criticism on Rom. 2:7. 
I did not expect he would like it; but nevertheless, I main* 
tain that it is correct. I am aware that aphtharsia is applied 
by Paul, in 1 Cor. 15 : to the future life — being rendered in- 
corruption in the common version. But why did the apostle 
use athauasia to denote immortality, if aphtharsia has that 
meaning? So also in 1 Tim. 6: 16^— "Who only hath 
immortality" — the word is athauasia in the original. In no 
^place in the Bible is aphtharsia rendered immortality, except 
fiom. 2:7. I admit that the proper signification of this 
:Word is incorruptibility, purity, soundness, &c., that is,_when 
. U is used to denote physical quality ; but when used as it is 
m Ko(n. 2: 7, to denote moral quality, it must then be under- 
stood in. a moral sense, viz: purity, sincerity! or incorrupt- 
ness of chliracier. In my last I gave you two instances 
where the word occurs, and is rendered "sincerity," and an- 
other where it is reodered " incorruptness," in reference 
to moral character. I then malmained that the word should 
be so Tendered here-r-which I affirm to be coitecv, U v^^^^ 
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as proper to say, seek for '^sincerity " — for an "unblemished " 
or ♦♦incorrupt character,'* as it is to say, seek for "glory,'* 
♦♦honor,*' &c. But how does it sound to talk about seeking 
for immortality ? Mr. Franklin will not say that •immortal- 
ity beyond the grave, is had by seeking for it ; he knows 
better ! 

But I pass to notice some of the more important points in 
the gentleman's last speech. He denies that God is the au- 
thor of everything, and to justify himself, quotes the passage 
♦• the devil is a liar and the father of it." Yes, but who is 
ihe father of the devil ? I would not charge God with being 
the author of lies, nor of the sin and wickedness committed 
in the world ; but still I cannot deny the fact that he is, in 
some sense or other, the author of every things for he made 
man, who sins ; and if there be a devil, he either made him, 
or he is self-existent. God made every thing that was made; 
and if the gentleman can reconcile the idea that God is not, 
either directly or indirectly, the author of every thing, with 
the fact that He is the self-existent, first cause of all causes, 
he will do me, and I presume a large portion of this audi- 
ence, a very great favor. If endless punishment be true, it 
will bean infinite evil ; and if the gentleman will show how 
an infinite evil can result from the government of God, and 
He not be the author of it, he will do himself and his cause 
a very great favor. It will not be sufficient to say^ " the devil 
is the father of lies,^* and man is the author of sin ; aiid that 
therefore man is the author of his own punishment. God 
made man, and the devil, if he was made — and he made the 
law, and annexed the penalty ; and if the penalty be an in- 
finite evil, who is the author of it ? 

In regard to limited punishments, and what we call ^^ tem- 
porary evil," I said that we may not be able to see how they 
are to eventuate In good, because we cannot see the end ; but 
God can see the end, and being good and wise, we have a 
right to conclude, a priori, that they will so eventuate. Mr. 
Franklin thinks this sounds like I was ♦♦coming to my senses!** 
Indeed ! And what shall I say of him ? He is either ♦♦comings 
to his senses," or becoming more crazy — and it is difficult to 
tell which! He says, "that is all he asks relative to future 
punishment.** Ah, future punishment, is it ? I thought it 
was endless punishment ! But he tries, finally, to hitch an 
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endless punishment lo my argument, and says, though ** we 
cannot see the end, God can see it, and God being good and 
wise, we have a right to conclude that he would not permit 
* endless punishment ' unless it is to eventuate in good." And 
again : '* so J say of endless punishment, ' God can see it.* '* 
Can see what 1 Endless punishment. So can we. But I 
deny that God can see the end of endless punishment, any 
more than we can. It is endless and therefore has no end ; 
consequently neither God nTor man can see its end ! But it 
is itself an end ; and being such we can " see it " as well as 
God can. We can see that it is not a means to some end, 
which might be good; there are no consequences to follow 
it, for there is no afterwards to it ! Talk about endless pun- 
isment eventuating in good ! The man must be crazy ! To 
admit that a thing will eventuate in something else, is te ad- 
nnit that it will not be endless ; therefore if future punishment 
is to eventuate in good, then it is not endless, but limited 
punishment. Eventuate, indeed ! The gentleman cannot 
apply his doctrine to my argument. I charge endless pun- 
ishment with being an endless curse — cruel, unmitigated, and 
malignant; having no good in view, nor any eventttaiion ; 
in fine, without one solitary mitigating circumstance, I pro- 
nounce it an infinite evil. And if this doctrine be true, 
then it is a result, an end of God's government ; and being 
such, 1 charge God with being the author of it ! This is my 
position, and the gentleman can make the most of it I 

The gentleman seems to take it quite hard because I said 
it was none of his business whether my hell does any good 
or not. Now, I should like to know what • business ' he has 
to talk about my hell in this debate? It is his hell about 
which we are debating, not mine! At some other time, if 
he wishes, we will talk about my hell. I wish it distinctly 
undersldbd, that I do not affirm any thing about punishment 
on this question. Mr. Franklin has the aflirmaiive, while I 
simply deny. So far as the question is concerned, it is no 
matter whether punishment be in this world, or in the futun*, 
or in both. The question before us is C7i<Z/e«6' punishment; 
and tlie gentleman would do well to keep to the question, if 
he can ! 

But the gentleman has at length made an elfort to sustain 
his proposition, which is worthy of, and shall receive, our 
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most disiiiiguishoti consiilcralion. Ilu introduces Matt. 26: 
46, ♦* And these shall go away into everlasting punishment, 
bul the righteous into life eternal.'* His argument rests upon 
the following foundation, viz. 1st, That aionion, rendered 
•'everlasting" and "eternal" in the text, means endless 
duration, and 2d, That ** eternal life" means the immortal 
life of the righteous. Both of these assumptions (for they 
aro but assumptions) I deny, and shall proceed to show my 
reasons for doing so. 

And the first thing to which 1 will call your attention is 
the meaning of the word rendered everlasting. And I here 
lay it down as an incontrovertible position, that an adjective 
cannot mean more than the noun from which it i». derived. 
^ionio'/i, (or aio7uo«,) the word rendered " evcFta-sting " and 
** eternal " in the text, is the adjective derived from aion, the 
noun. Says the celebrated Scarlett, in speaking of this sub' 
ject : " That aionion does not mean endless or eternal may 
appear from considering that no adjective can have a greater 
force than the noun from which it is derived : thus, black 
cannot mean more than blackness, white \\idix\ whiteness, he. 
If aion means age, {which none either will or can deny,) 
then aionion must mean agelasting, or duration through the 
age, or ages to which the thing spoken of relates." Let us 
therefore ascertain the meaning of aion. Donnegan^s defi- 
nition: ^ Aion,\\me', a space of time ; lifetime; the ordi- 
nary period of man's life ; the age of man ; man's estate ; a 
long period of time ; eternity.' 

Pickering: *^ton,anage; a long period of time ; inde- 
finite duration; time, whether longer or shorter, past, present, 
or future; in the New Testament, the wicked men of the 
age; the life of man.' 

Schrevelius (English edition,) : * Aion, an age, a long pe- 
riod of time ; indefinite duration ; time, whether longer or 
shorter, past, pre^ant, or future.' 

Hinks : ' Aion^ a period of time ; an age ; an after-lime ; 
eternity.' 

Wright : * Aion, lime, age, lifetime, period, revolution of 
ages, dispensation of Providence, present world or life, 
world to come, eternity.' 

Giles : * Aion, time, an age, an indefinite period of time, 
eternity.' 
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Luiz : * Aion^ an age, time, eternity.' 
' Schleusner : (Eng. ed.) * Aion, any space of time, whether 
longer or shorter, past, present, or future, to be determined 
by the persons or things spoken of, and the scope of the sub- 
jects; the life or age of man: any space in which we measure 
human life from birth to death.' 

Farkhurst : ' Aion denotes duration of time, but with 
great variety.' 

Ewing : ' Aion, duration, finite or infinite ; a period of 
duration, past, or future ; an age ; duration of the world ; 
the time of a man's life; an age of divine dispensation.' 

Greenfield : * Aion, duration, finite or infinite ; unlimited 
duration ; eternity.' 

Anthon : * Aion, an age ; time ; eternity.' 

Bishop Pearce : * An age is the proper meaning of aion.' 

Dr, Priestly : * Aion means entire period, age or dispen- 
sation.' 

^r. Watts : * Aion does not mean endless when ap[>lied to 
punishment.' 

• Alexander Campbell : ' The radical idea of aion, is indefi- 
tiife duration,^ 

I have given you all the authors I have at my command, 
at present; the above are all either lexicographers, or emi- 
nent theologians, and it will be seen that none of them give 
eternity as the first or primary meaning of aion ; and many 
of them do not give it this meaning at all. How then came 
it to pass that it means eternity, or endless duration, simply 
by changing it from a noun to an adjective ? It does not, 
and cannot, according lo any known rule of language. But 
I will now give you some authority on the adjective itself. 

Donne gan: Aionias — of long duration; eternal, lasting, 
permanent? 

Pickering: — Aionias — of long duration; lasting, some- 
times everlasting; sometimes lasting through life, as aiernus, 
in Latin. (Schrevelius, the same.) 

But perhaps it would be better for me to quote from The- 
ological authority, than to depend upon Lexicons simply, as 
it is sometimes said that Lexicons give rather the classic 
than the theological meaning of words; that is, they give the 
meaning of the ancients, who probably did not know as much 
about their own language as we moderns do! 
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In the "Christian Examiner," a paper published in Boston, 
may be found a series of articles, commencing in the Ike. 
No., 1828, and ending in the May No., 1833, byihelaie 
Rev. E. S. Goodwin, a very learned orthodox clergyman, in 
which this subject is thoroughly examined. He says, "This 
word (aion) expresses the existence of being alone." He 
denies that these words (aion and aionias) ever necessarily 
have the meaning of duration. His tjonclusion is that they 
express the character of existence, rather than its duration— 
aionion life meaning spiritual life, and aionian punishment 
spiritual punishment, or a deprivation of the spiritual lifb of 
the gospel. But 1 have referred to this author more for the 
following remark than any thing else. In referring to the 
declaration of Phavorinus that ^^aion is also the eternal and 
endless, as it is regarded by the theologian," he says, "Here 
1 strongly suspect is the true secret brought to light, of the 
origin of the sense of eternity in aion: the theologian first 
thought he perceived it, or else he placed it there; the the- 
ologian KEEPS it there now; and the theologian will probably 
retain it there longer than any one else." Here is the "true 
secret" how aionian come to mean crw^/e*^— admitted to be 
such by an orthodox theologian himself. The theologian 
iirst perceived that the word had that meaning; and if he did 
not perceive it, he placed it there! That is the reason why 
Lexicons (unbiassed by theology) and the primitive use of 
this word, are against modern theology on this question. 
This is an important admission. But to proceed. 

Says Dr. h atts, in speaking of the happiness of the right- 
eous, and the impropriety of depending on these words (aion 
and aionion) to prove its endlessness: "Now are there any 
sinners so void of understanding, of so daring and desperate 
a mind, as to venture their ^eternal all' upon such a poor 
criiicisin of words? Even upon the supposition that these 
terms in the Greek and Hebrew might signify any long du- 
ration short of eternity; yet there is a terrible hazard in 
confining them to this sense, since they do not denote a pro- 
per eternity, when they describe the duration of the blessed 
God: and 1 think we may add also, the duration of the hap- 
piness of the saints" — World to Come j p. 302. .My friend, 
Mr. Franklin, it seems, is just such a "siun€r"*^"daring and 
desperate of mind;" for he predicates the endless duration 
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of his future happiness on the word aionion, A slender foun- 
dation, I fear! 

But again: Says Dr, MacKnight, who Mr. F. willadmit 
is good authority — "These words (aion and aionios) being 
ambiguous, are always to be understood according to the na- 
ture and circumstances of the things to which they ai-e ap- 
plied." Again he says, "I must be so candid as to acknow- 
ledge, that the use of these xexms, forever, eternal, and ever- 
lasting, in other passages of scripture, shows that they who 
understand these words in a limited sense, when applied to 
po^hment, put no forced interpretation upon them,*' Here 
ihe^ great Doctor admits, and from the evidence I have just 
given you, Mr. Franklin must admit, and you must admit, 
ihat when Universal ists understand these words in a limited 
sense, when applied to punishment, they put no forced inter- 
pretation upon them! Their primary signification is not, and 
never was, endless; and they cannot have that meaning, un- 
less the subject to which they are applied necessarily re- 
quires it. And we all know there is nothing in the nature of 
punishment which requires it to be endless; but every thing 
to the contrary. The gentleman's proof-text, therefore, can- 
not teach endless punishment. But as the passage does not 
teach the gentleman's doctrine, it will be expected that I tell 
you what it does teach. This I will do in as brief a manner 
as possible. 

Eternal life: It will be necessary first to ascertain what 
is meant by eternal and -everlasting life, as Mr. Franklin as- 
sumes that it means the life of the righteous beyond the 
grave, and upon this assumption argues that everlasting pun- 
ishment n)ust apply to the future existence also. 1 admit. 
that if one does, both do; but I deny that either has such au 
application. Says our Savior: " This is eternal life, to know 
the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom tliou hast sent" — 
Jno. 17: 2. "He that belie veth on the Son, hath everlasting 
life,*^ Jno. 3: 36. "Verily I say unto you, he that heareth 
my words, and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlast' 
ing /(/<?." Jno. 6: 24. Eternal ii/er, therefore, is something 
to be enjoyed in thii^ world. A knowledge ot God, and of 
Jl^us Christ, is eternal life; t6 know, believe, and obey the 
(jRispel, is life everlasting — not will be, in the future, b^t is 
already, in the present. W« read that ^^no murderer hath 
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eternal life abiding in him;" bui the christian has this etet- 
nal life abiding in him; nt is the life of the Gospel of lh« 
kingdom. 

Notice in the next place that this judgnfient, from which 
some were lo ♦*go away into everlasting punishment," and 
the others into **]ife eternal," was to take place. "When 
the Son of I\fan shall come in his glory," &;c. (verse 31.) 
When was this lo be?. Hear Alexander Campbell: "But 
they saw the Lord *come in power' and awful glory, and ac- 
complish all his predictions on the deserted and devoted tem- 
ple, city, and people." Chris. Rest. p. 174. Thus Mr. 
Campbell says the Son of Man came in "power and awful 
glory," at ihe destruction of Jerusalem, which is true enough. 
Then it was that "all nations w^re gathered before him"— 
then it was that the nations were "separated" to the right, 
and to the left. Then it was that the Savior said, "Come ye 
blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you 
from the foundation of the world." What kingdom was this? 
1 answer — the gospel kingdom. The Jews were driven out, 
were placed on the left; the kingdom was taken from them 
and given to the Gentiles, those on the right. "Therefore I 
say unto you, the kingdom of God shall be taken from you, 
and given to another nation bringing forth the fruits thereof. 
Ch. 21: 43. This then is the kingdom which those on the 
right were invited to come and inherit — it was the Gospel 
kingdom. "And these (those on the left, the Jews) shall go 
away into aionion punishment, i. e. age lasting punishment, 
or the punishment of the age — but the righteous (those on 
the right, the Gentiles) into aionion life, the life of the age, 
or gospel dispen.sation.,' This I maintain to be the true 
meaning of the text. It is the c(ose of the Savior's memo- 
rable account and prediction of the destruction of Jerusalem, 
contained in the 24 ih and 25ih chapters of Math., and to get 
a correct understanding of it, the whole of that account must 
be taken into consideration. From the loregoing we coma 
to the following: conclusions: 

1st. The * coming of the Son of Man,' at which this judg- 
jinent was to take place, meant his "coming in his kingdoiA-' 
— "in the clouds of heaven," in "power" arid "glory," which 
I abundantly showed while on the first proposition, w^as to 
take place during that generation, or the apostolic age. 
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2d. That "the kingdom" which was to be enjoyed by those 
in the "right" and from which those on the "left" were to be 
driven out, means the christian church, or gospel kingdom. 

3d. That t^e life eternal mentioned in the text means the 
spiritual life enjoyed by the subjects of the kingdom. 

4th. That the everlasting punishment means the punish- 
ment of the age, which the Jews have continued to endure 
ever since the dread ^judgment,' and probably will continue 
to endure throughout the gospel age, for it is to be ^e-lasting. 

And 6th. That the text has no reference to the future state, 
and consequently can render Mr. Franklin no assistance 
whatever. 

But I must proceed to the gentleman's next argument, as I 
find ray time has nearly expired. I cannot do this however 
without first apologizing for detaining you so long on this sub- 
ject, and especially on the meaning of the words axon and 
aionion. This is an important question, one upon which 
hangs not only the destiny of this debate, but the destiny of 
the world ! What is the meaning of aionion punishment? 
is a question in which we are all interested. If aionion, when 
applied to punishment means endless, then alas for Univer- 
salism ! and alas for a large portion of mankind \ But if, on 
the contrary, it meaiis a limited duration, as I have, I think, 
abundantly shown, then my opponent has failed, and must 
forever fail, to prove his proposition. Knowing this, I wished 
to make sure work while I was at it. Thus much by way of 
apology. 

The gentleman quotes Heb 7: 16 — "who is made, not after 
the law of carnal commandment, but after the power of an 
endless life." But his failure here consists in the fact that 
the word endless qualifies Hfe, and not the priesthood of 
Christ! Christ was made or exists, not. by the law of carnal 
commandment, but after the power of an endless life. The 
third yerse explains this, "without father, without mother, 
without descent, having neither beginning of day nor end of 
life." But the word which qualifies the priesthood of Christ 
is aiona, rendered forever; for he testifteth, thou ana priest 
fiq^ver, after the end of Melchisedec." No one belieye^ 
that Christ's* priesthood will be endless. When he, gives t^' 
the mediatorial reign, which he is to do at the resurrection, 
he will cease to be fi priest. He is a priest forever— that is, 
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throughout his reign or dispensation, throughout the gospel 
age. Still he was made after the power of an endless {aka- 
talutou) life, i. e., without father or mother, beginning of days 
or end of life. His life is to be endless, this no'one doubts; 
but his priesthood is to be aiona, forever, or during the age or 
dispensation ot his reign. Let the gentleman find the word 
akaialutou applied to punishment, and we give it up ; but he 
must not expect to prove the endlessness of punishment, or 
-of any thing else, by the force of aion^ after what has been 
said on the meaning of that word, and its derivatives! And 
he must not imagine that the apostle used the word aiona in 
the 17th verse to denote the same as that o^ akaialutou in the 
16th verse; for he must recollect that the one is applied to the 
life, the existence of Christ, while the other is applied to his 
priesthood! So this passage renders him no assistance. 

What the gentleman says about the phrase *fbrever and 
ever,' occurring thirteen times in the book of Revelation, I 
shall dispose of in a few words. First, if forever {eis ton 
aiona) means endless, then what does forever and ever (eU 
tou aiona^ tou aionon) mean? If one means endless then two 
means more than endless! But the simple meaning is — from 
age to age, or, throughout the ages. When it is sai4 "Him 
that liveth for ever and ever," the meaning is — Him that liveth 
from age to age, or throughout the ages; "and they shall reign 
forever and ever," that is, throughout the ages. "Arid he 
(Christ) ^hall reign for ever and ever." Now does not the 
gentleman believe that Christ will cease to reign at the resur- 
rection, when he shall "deliver up the kingdom to God the 
Father," and God becomes "all in all?" Surely then Christ 
is not to reign throughout endless duration ! This was an 
unfortunate reference for my friend, if he wishes to prove 
endless duration by "forever and ever ;" for we know that 
Christ's reign is not to be endless if Paul is to be relied on. 
Christ is only to reign till he hath subdued all things unto 
himself" (God excepted) ; and then he is to give up his reign, 
and become subject himself to Him who put all things under 
him. 

Of the remaining places to which the gentleman refers, it is 
scarcely necessary to refer. The beast and tlie false prophet 
"shall be tormented day and night, forever and ever." Js 
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there to be day and night in eternity? or does not this rather 
show that the passage has no reference to eternity? 

"And the smoke of their torment ascended forever and . 
ever." In I^. 34 we hav« something about fire and brim- 
stone, and about the smoke ascending forever, &c., which 
will probably throw some light on this subject. Speaking of 
the land of Idumeu, and of things that were to take place in 
riiis world, the prophet says, "and 'the streams thereof shall 
be turned into pitch, and the dust thereof into brinastone, and 
the land thereof shall become burning pitoh ; it shall not be 
quenched, night nor day ; the smoke thereof shall go up for- 
ever; from generation to generation it shall lie waste — none^ 
shall pass through it forever and ever." All this had refer- 
ence to things in this world: and so also I affirm of the pas- 
sages the gentleman quotes from Revelation. So far then 
he has made a signal failure ! 

In my last I told you that you should not expect too much 
of my friend, and I quqted a number of passages from the 
scriptures, as being directly opposed to his doctrine. In his 
last h^ made what he called a reply to them ! I will briefly 
qotice some of his remarks. 

"Death, the last enemy shall be destroyed." This refers 
to the time when all will be raised from the dead. Death will 
then be destroyed, literally ana completely destroyed. And 
it is the last enemy; consequently there are no enemies beyond 
the resurrection. All this was explained while on the second 
proposition. The genleman, in reply to this passsge, quotes 
Rev. 2Q — "and death and hell were cast into the laJce of fire 
— this is the second death," and allows this is the way death 
is to bn destroyed! This might be, were it not that the. passage 
in Rev. refers to scenes which have long since taken place, 
as I abundantly showed while on the first proposition. It is 
too late in the day to apply the 20th of Rev. to the future, - 
and particularly to the resurrection, and scenes beyond it ! 
But^ admitting his application of the passage, death cannot be 
destroyed^ by being cast into a second death ! If the first 
death should thus be destroyed, the second death would still 
be in existence! But death, the last enemy, is to be destroyed, 
annihilated, which can only be done by a universal resurrec- 
tion ; so there will be no second death, nor any other kind of 
''enemy" beyond the resiirrection. 
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His application- of the passage, ^*all the ends of the world 
shall remefnbetand turn unto the Lord," &c.,. needs no reply ; 
.it suffxcienily refutes its^! 

On the prbmise-lo AbreJiam, he says I "forgot to tell you 
that Paul leaches that the promise is to be "given to them 
that believe'* — Jand that I would probably "add the words, 
*and to thtem that believe not also.' " No, my friends, this is 
not my doctrine, "twist it as he may." The promise and the 
thing promised are two very different 'things. The promise 
is to be given to if one but them that believe ; but the blessing 
contained in the promise is for all mankind. The gentleman 
^wo^ld do well if he would pay soilie attention to this fact. 
God has promised to bless all mankind in Christ ; this bles- 
sing is certain and absolute ; but .none canr enjoy the pro- 
mise of it but them that believe. 

"God is love.',' "Yes," says Mr. F. "God is love, not 
*mll be love."* The gentleman allows that as God is loVe — 
is good unto alt, and his tender mercies ajre over all his 
works^and notwiihstanding all this, he punishes men in this 
world for their sins, he can see no reason why he may not 
punish ihem endlessly, and still be good to them — siiH 
be love! He seems to forget that there is a remarkable 
difference between lifnited pugishment, which "eventuates in 
good," and endless torture, which has no eventuation. A 
"God of love" cannot inflict an endless curse upon any of 
• his offspring; but he can punish them, aaid do it in love — 
for it is to' eventuate in good ; but I deny, yes, I deny that a 
God of love can inflict endless punishment upon any of his 
creatures ! These two sentiments arc in direct opposition to 
each other ; and either the one or the other must be false! 

A few words now about the "degrees of glory." In 
the first place, I deny that a being can suffer an infinite evil 
whose amount of enjoyment is greater than that of his 
sufferings ; where the good he enjoys overbalances the evil. 
No one denies that "a finite creature in a finite state can 
do something that will affect his condition in a infinite state ;" 
but I do most solemnly deny that a finite creature in a fi^nile 
Slate can do something that will so affect his condition in an 
infinite state, as to render him the subject of an infinite evil ! 
All jnankind will be in^mxelY better off in the future state, 
than they are here ; yet, some v?^^\\ie vt\ ^^N^\vsi^ ^1 ^^^sw.. 
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Paul and Peter, I have ho doubt, will Ije ahea3 of Mr. Frank- 
lin and myself! and probably we shall be ahead of some of 
- the Indians ! But all will be positively happy ; there will be 
no such a thing as positive evil, and therefore none can 
suffer an infinite evil. Mr. Franklin", I am quite sure, be** 
lieves in "degrees of glory," or that ^mo will be in advance 
of others in "moral and intellectual attainments," among 
those with whom he expects to associate in heaveri. No 
doubt he thinks^he will he superior, in some respects, to ffomo. 
of his weaker brethren ;• yet he has hardly ihe presumption * 
to think he will be as great a man as Paul or Peter or John, 
at any rate, not immediately on his entrance into that world ! 
Well, just what he ^allows in regard to them th'at go to^ 
heaven, 1 allow in regard to all mankind, for I believe that all 
will go there. - 

Rut the question is in regard to infinite evil; and if a dif- 
ference in degrees of moral and intellectual condition in the 
future state^ ^ows thfilt some will suffer an infinite evil, then 
it follows that many, probably all, who go to heaven, will 
suffer an infinite evil ! Mr. Franklin will suffer an infinite 
evil, because ho will not be equal to Paul and Peter, to 
Luther and Melancthon, to Howard, Murray, and Tather 
Oberlin, all of whom, made great ijfioral and intwllectual im- 
provements in this life ; the apostles will suffer an infinite 
evil, because they will never become equal to the Savior! — 
and even the Savior himself, must sustain an infinite evil, 
because he will never become equal to the Falbe* ! What 
an idea. * 

It is rational to suppose, I said, that there will be difference 
of character in the future state — depending in some degree, 
upon the improvements made in this life. All will bd happy 
— all progressing in the upward tendency; but some will 
be in advance of others ; some will have made greater moral 
and intellectual improvement here, than others, and con- 
sequently, will be that much ahead of them — though all will 
be happy. The moral, upright individual, who has improved 
his faculties by cultivating a spirit of charity, benevolence, 
and all the higher orders of our nature, though he never 
**joined the chuch," or professed any particular creed, will be 
far in advance of that old, hardened, and selfish sinner, who, 
although a few days or months before he died, repented, got 
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religion, was baptised, and had his sIds all pardoned ! Pfo- 
fessions of faiih, and the observance of certain church cere- 
monies, is not the kind of moral and intellectual improve* 
ment, of which I speak- These are all well enough in 
their place; but they are only as as the shadow to the 
substance ! 

And there will be some denominations, and then again 
some nations, that will be far in advance of others, in the 
future state, as a general rule; while, of course, there 
will be individual exceptions to this rule. Let me illustrate. 
The United States, as a nation, willprobably be in advance 
of the Mexicans, while the latter will no doubt, be in advance 
of Islanders of the Pacific, and the tribes of North American 
Indians ; while those again will be in advance of the New 
Hollanders. In regard to denominations, I believe the Uni- 
versalists, as a body, will staijd at the head ; they are 
more intellectual as a class, th^in others, and they cultitate 
the social and moral powers more than, other denominations ; 
have a greater benevolence — more expanded charity and love 
for their species — more exalted views of God and his gov- 
ernment ; in fine, they are superior to others in all that con- 
stitutes true moral and intellectual improvement. There 
will be individual exceptions here, of course. We have 
some among us, who are tio better than they should be — who 
are selfish, bigoted, and narrow minded as others. Next to 
the Universalists will probably rank the Unitarians ; they are 
generally a very liberal minded people, and are generally 
characterized for their benevolence and uprightness. They 
also are an intellectual people. The Quakers undoubtedly, will 
<-.ome in next. Many of them, as well as of Unitarians, are 
in reality Universalists. Besides this, they are distinguished 
for their real goodness ; for morality, benevolence, sympa- 
thy for the oppressed, and for the spiritual improvement. 
Now, of the other denominations, such as Presbyterians, 
Baptists, Campbellites, Methodists, <Sz;c.,it is difficult to decide 
which should have the preference. They are all more 
or less selfish, bigoted, sectarian, and Pharisaical ; entertain- 
ing very limited and dishonorable views of God and his gov- 
ernment ; and I have only time to remark that in the resur- 
rection, I am afraid they will find that they have much 
to learn — that they are far, very far in the rear of many 
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who, until then, they had thought would not even attain 
the *'out skirts" of heaven, much less be ranked in the 
"iirst class !" [Time expired.] 



MR. FRANKLIN'S FOURTH SPEECH. 



Gentlemen and Ladies : . , • • 

I ann pleased to see that my friend, Mr. Manford, seems so 
fully to appreciate his situation. He feels conscious when his 
time has expired that his work is not done, and consequently 
encroaches a liule more and a little more on our stipulated 
time every speech. I do not blame him at all for this, for I 
want him to have no excuse, but to have the fullest and fair- 
est opportunity he could desire, that his failure may be attrib- 
uted to no other cause, but the impossibility for any man to 
sustain his position. It is perfectly fair then, that he should 
lengthen out his speeches, as his cause really needs it, and 
as I am permitted to occupy the same length of time. It is 
true, I do not need the time to enable me to sustain my posi- 
tion ; but as the whole is shortly lo go before the world in a 
book, and as I have plenty of the bestof materials, I shaft oc- 
cupy the same length of time he did. 

Although he still accuses me of ^^ wilful falsehood j^^ I can- 
not help admitting that he is in a better humor than he has 
heretofore been. He succeeded in pleasing himself so much 
better in his last speech than he had done before, that it gave 
him a ipomentary comfort — a short respite, from the agony 
he has experienced in sympathising with his darling system, 
to which he seems so closely wedded. Yet he seems almost as 
if he hates me with a most bitter hatred, because I will not or 
cannot love his dear theory. He has, no doubt, frequently 
recollected the consoling words, that it is through much trib- 
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ulatLon we enter into the kingdom, since our debate com- 
menced 

He tells you, that you may take it for granted, when 1 talk 
of his anger, that 1 am used up, and don't know what else to say. 
But I would caution you not to be too fast in taking things- for 
granted. This way of taking for granted what he cannot 
prove, is what has involved him in the present difficulty — 
"Used up," indeed! and "don't know what to say!" What 
mighty men these Universalian disputants are to use up every 
body they come in contact with ! That sounded well on the 
ear of this community. How dreadfully I have been perplex- 
ed to find something to say I The public will judge. 

After complaining about my dividing and subdividing my 
proposition in ©very speech, the gentleman now tells you, 
that he is "in no trouble about it." Yet he goes immediately 
on to complain again, and says, "we agreed to debate a cen 
lain proposition, viz: endless" jpunishrnenty That is only a 
part of our proposition, which reads as follows : " Do the 
Scriptures teach that those who die in disobedience to the 
gospel will suffer endless punishment?" He is perfectly a 
man of 07ic idea. He has his eye so fixed on the word end- 
less, that he can scarcely see another word in the proposi- 
tion. 

JPov the sake of distinctness I divided my proposition into 
three, and have taken them piece by piece, and argued them. 
When Mr. Manford saw the course 1 was about to pursue, he 
was perfectly disarmed, and has utterly refused to reply to 
some of the most pointed arguments I have advanced, on the 
firskjpart of the question. All this will appear in my recapit- 
ulation. 

In the last speech he decided that nothing was to the point 
that did not relate to the duration of punishment, and then 
assured you that he could not be drawn off from the question 
— that take what course I might choose, he would not reply to 
any thing that did not bear directly on the question. After 
thus speaking he set off as directly as he could go, and made 
the greater portion of his speech upon those very things which 
he had declared not to the point! When he says he will not 
reply to certain points, wo are to understand he will do it the 
very first thing ! This was not wilful, but a blunder he made 
when he was so confused that he did know what he was 
about. 
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He is now trying to escape from what he said about there 
being nothing at stake if Universal! sm is true, by accusing me 
of misrepresenting him, and is now greatly displeased with 
my head and heart on account of it. But he need not blame 
me, for if he is misrepresented, he did it himself, for I quoted 
his words precisely as he uttered them. 1 knew when the 
expression fell from his lips, that he would be startled when 
he would hear it quoted . But I neither misunderstood nor mis- 
represented him . He contended that if the doctrine of endles* 
punishment is true, every body ought to know it, and argued 
from the fact that many do not know it, that it is pretty good evi- 
dence it is false. I contended then, that the fact that a much less 
number believe Universalism, was still better evidence that it is 
false. He then ai^es, that if the doctrine of endless punish- 
ment is true, it is of incomparably more importance that every 
body might know it, than it is that every body should know 
it if Universalism is true. On this point he said, "It is true, it 
would be better for the world, if every body was acquainted 
with Universalism, and believed in it; but then there is not 
so much — nothing in fact — at stake, if Universalism be true, 
in comparison with what there is if endless punishment be 
true." These are his own words, and if they misrepresent 
him, he ought not to have uttered them. But what reason did 
he give, for saying there was compar^atively ^^nothing in fact 
at stakeV^ And why did he think there was so much at stake, 
if the doctrine of endless punishment is true? and why is it 
so important that all should know it? His answer is, " that 
they might have a chance to avoid it.** Indeed ; and how 
would they avoid it ? No one has taught any plan to avoid 
it, that I know of, only a close and careful observance of the 
commandments of God. He allows then, that all ought to 
know it, that they might avoid it, and the only way in which 
they can avoid it is to obey the Lord. Theh it is more im- 
portant that the world should know the doctrine 1 am contend- 
ing for, if true, than that contended for by Mr. Manford, for 
if tJiey believe in .endless punishment, they will obey God, to 
escape it, but if they believe his doctrine, they will disobey the 
Lord. That is just what we have been telling Universalists all 
the time, but I did not expect Mr. M. to own it. He has how- 
ever done it in all its length and breadth. If his doctrine be 
true then, according to his own showing, there is comparu' 
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ticeJy "nothing in fact at stake," whether you know it or not. 
You are then wasting your money in paying him foi 
preaching and writing. That is all. There is nothing new in 
all this, only that the gentleman should have owned it! That 
such was the fact we were well satisfied before. 

We are not disputing any thing about the heathen nations 
who never heard the gospel, but about those who die in diso- 
bedience to the gospel. Does he understand the Bible to 
threaten any with punishment who do not hear the gospel or 
rather who have never had an opportunity to hear it ( He 
should prove such to be the fact, before he builds any argu- 
ment upon it. 

I cannot get Mr. Manford to believe our Savior, when he 
speaks of those who should stand "without the door and knock.'' 
He contends that they will be in the kingdom at the very time the 
Lord said they should stand ^^withouC* and ^^seek to enter h 
and shall not he ahle^ Now I did not promise to convince 
any man in this debate who positively will not believe the 
I clearest and most explicit statements of the Son of God. Be 
it whatever kingdom it may, he is here speaking of, the Lord 
declares they shall stand without^ and shall cry Lord, Lord, 
open unto u^, and shall strive to enter in and shall not be 
able* Does Mr. Manford believe this language? He posi- 
. tively doQs not, but on the other hand, declares and repeats it 
over and over again, that they were in all the time. Such is 
the desperate alternative to which he is driven, on this clear 
%ni explicit passage of the word of God. *"; 

He alleges that the Jews did strive to enter into the church, 
and were not able; but this I deny. The church of God has 
been open to the Jew as well as the Gentile, and the Jews 
have been invited, and are still invited, to come into the 
church. No one, either Jew or Gentile, ever did strive to enter 
into the church and was not able. This fact is one strong 
evidence that it did not mean the church. Mr. Manford ad- 
mits that the "kingdom of God," (1 Cor. L5,) means heaveii* 
in doing which he admits that the same words sometimes 
have reference to heaven, and sometimes to the church. — 
Then what good does it do to quote passages where "kingdom 
of God" means the church of God, to settle the question. 

We both admit that these words are sometimes applied to 
the church, and sometimes to Heaven itself. The simple 
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question between us is, concerning which does the Savior 
speak in the passage in dispute. I have showed that it could 
not be the church ; because, relative to entering into the 
church the Lord says, "whosoever will, may come;" but 
in the case before us, some are lo be willing, and the Lord 
will not let them come. 2. In the case before us, the door is 
to b^ shut ; but the door of the church will never be shut, 
while it is a church, to Jews or any body else. 3. In the 
case before us, some are to strive to enter in, but shall not 
he able ; but none strive to enter into the church, without be* 
ing able to enter in. 4. The time when they shall strive to 
enter in, is to be when they shall see Abraham, and Isaac, 
and Jacob, sit down in the kingdom, which will never be in 
the church in the present state. These four reasons he has 
never met, and never can meet. Mr. Manford thinks the 
words *Mhrust out of the kingdom," imply that they were in 
it. But if he will look at the passage carefully, he will see that 
the words " thrust out of ihe kingdom," are not in the pas- 
sage. They were simply told that they should be " thrust out," 
and as they were not in, but standing without at the door, 
that must have been where they were thrust out from. There 
is not one particle of difficulty in the whole passage, iso/g* 
as my side of the question is concerned, the difficulty iV on 
the other side altogether, and my friend, Mr. Manford, fecils 
it sensibly, too, hence his labored strugjgle to escape ii^ his ; 
last speech. 

The gentleman attempted some reply to my remarks rela- 
tive to the ridiculous idea of the christians at Ephesus, and 
other distant countries from Jerusalem, "laying up a good 
foundation against " the destruction of Jerusalem. He how- 
ever attempts to justify himself, by saying there were Jews at 
Ephesus and those other distant places, addressed in the 
apostolic letters. That does not help the matter any. The 
apostle wrote to the churches, a large majority of whom w»re 
Gentile converts, and all of whom, as said befdVe, were in no 
more danger from the destruction of Jerusalem, than we are 
from the Mexican war. 

Mr. Manford has now admitted that the word translated 
Immortality, Ro. 2, 7, is the same word translated incorrup- 
ability several times, 1 Cor. 15, yet he puts this immortality 
or ificorruptibiliiy, in this world irj the former passage, and 
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in the resurrection state, in the latter. What reason doeshe I m 
give for so doing? No reason under Heaven, nor can be \^ 
give any, unless he would come out and say, that Ro. 2, 
makes it conditional, and in Cor. 1 5, he does not discovei 
any condition. The truth in the case is, this passage bids 
defiance to all cavil. The Roman disciples were already be* 
lievers, and consequently in the possession of all the life and 
incorruptibility available in this world, but are conrtmaDded 
to seek incorruptibility and eternal life in another state of be- 
ioff. But I must hasten on, as all the gentleman has said on 
this point, amounts to but little, and get to the duration of 
punishment again as soon as possible, as he loves to hearme 
on that part of the subject so well. 

The gentleman has talked long and loud about the char- 
acler of God; and even told us that he could not, and would 
not if he could, love such a God as I speak of. But what 
kind of a God does he love? Let us see. He says: ^*I 
would not charge God with being the author of liesy nor of 
the sin and wickedness committed in the world ; but still I 
cannot deny the fact that he is, in some sense or other, the 
author of every thing." How exceedingly modest ! He 
would not charge God with being the author of lies ; but he 
cannot deny the fact that He is in some sense or other. Is it 
possible, that any one can love a God who is thus boldly ac- 
knowledged to be the author of lies ? and, to make the mat- 
ter worse, a professed minister is so modest, so perfectly 
tame and candid, that he ** cannot deny the fact." What 
an insult to the holiness of Almighty God ! That blessed 
Being "who is truth," and "who cannot lie," must now be 
insulted and blasphemed in the presence of this assembly, to 
favor the most horrid system of wickedness the world ever 
saw ! My friend, in one breath, can tell you how good God 
is ; and then, in the next breath, tell you that he cannot deny 
the fact, that He is in some sense the author of lies. And 
what is he to rely upon to prove his doctrine ? He appeals 
to the word of God, and when he can distort some sentence, 
90 as to have a little the appearance of sustaining him, he 
calls upon you to believe it ; and then turns round and tells 
you that he " cannot deny the facty^* that God is in some 
sense, the author of lies. 

He is frequently accusing me pf wilful falsification, and 
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§eem9 very angry about it. I looked upon it as a pretty 
grave charge ; but, upon reflection, I saw that it was not 
worth noticing, as it came from a man in such deep perplex- 
ity, that I was satisfied that he scarcely knew wharhe was 
about. But if he cannot deny that God is the author of lies 
in any sense, he is the worst bewildered man I have met 
with. I deny boldly and above-board, that God is the au- 
thor of lies in any sense, and dare him to attempt to prove 
it. I want him to place this argument immediately after his 
argument founded upon the goodness of God I 

In some sense, God is the author of lies, and all the wick- 
edness in the world ! Yet he tells you that the wicked shall 
not go unpunished ! Punished for what, I would ask in the 
name of reason and common sense ? For those sins of 
which God is the author, I suppose ! Yet '*God is good and 
his tender mercies are over all his works !" The pure, per- 
fect, holy and righteous Lord God Almighty, who cannot 
look upon sin with the least allowance, who declared that he 
hated the wicked deeds of the Nicolaitans, and before whom 
the burning spirits fall prostrate, and exclaim, "Holy, holy, 
holy Lord God Almighty" — I say this blessed Being 
is charged here, by one who talks of his love and goodness, 
with being the father of lies ! 

lie talks about en^Jless punishment being an evil; but in 
his vocabulary, evil is good and good is evil. Not only so, 
but all evil is to eventuate in good, and the greater the evil 
the greater the good resulting from it ! At this rat^ we may 
vindicate the old plea, "let us do evil that good may come," 
or, in other words, the more evil the more flory to God — 
But he tells you that the punishment of the wicked is for 
their good ! Not when they are punished with a sorer 
punishment than death without mercy. I defy him or any 
other man to show that a sorer punishment than death with- 
out mercy can be for the good of the punished. Such a pun- 
ishment is for the good of others. The object of endless 
punishment is not for the good of the punished, but for the 
good of the universe around. It exhibits to man and angels the 
inflexibility of the threatenings of Almighty God, and com- 
mands the obedience of an intelligent universe, in the most 
authoritative manner possible ; and, consequentry, if it fails 
to obtain subjection, it is because the rebellious we liftt. c^^^- 
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ble of being governed by moral power, and consequemly not 
capable of being happy. 

The gentleman made a most brilliant quibble when heex- 
<>1aimed, with so much parade, "I deny that God can see 
the end of endless punishment.^' I was not talking about 
God seeing the end of its duration, but I used end in the 
same sense I understood him to use it. 1 was talking about 
the object or design of punishment, and used the word enJ 
in that sense, of course. This was not worthy of any no- 
tice, except to show what little things a man will catch at 
when he has nothing better! 

Mr. Man ford still strives to justify himself in his churlish 
and peevish expression, that it is none of my business wheth- 
er his hell does any gogd or not. But he need not try to escape 
in that way, for he is not entirely irresponsible yet. The 
Bible speaks of hell, second death, punishment, tormenting, 
suffering, vengeance, fierceness, and wrath, of Almighty 
God, &c., &c. 1 undertake to say that these expressions re- 
fer to an endless punishment, in the coming world. He tries 
to confine such expressions to something in this world. He 
contends that they cannot have the application I give them, 
because he cannot, see that such a punishment will do any 
good. \ then make the same objection to his application.— 
He then meets me with the overwhelming and irrefutable ar- 
gument that it is none of my business about his hell ! How 
courteous ! How mild the advocate of the blessed doctrine 
of universal salvation ! How it constrains the heart to love 
the doctrine which inspires such lovely language ! After 
talking of a hell in this world, which can neither be seen, 
felt, or suffered, and which the thousands of its inmates 
know nothing about, not so much as to believe it has any 
existence, much less that they are in it all the time, and 
which he has now failed to point out, after spending almost 
three days in debate, and being called upon again and again 
to do it — I say af^er all this, he'gets up and asks what good 
an endless hell will do? and then, when, asked what good such 
ahellashe talks about will do, he politely answers: **It is 
none of your business !" No, my neighbors, it is none of 
our business, I suppose, what kind of silly nonsense shall be 
peddled out in our great community ! If it is the most simple 
and sickening stuff in creation, we must bite in our lips and 
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look just as grave as though we were listening to any oracle 
from Heaven, lor it is none of our business !" 

I now come to the gentleman's "most distinguished con- 
sideration" of my argument, and if his most "distinguished" 
consideration shall be found a failure, of course his less dis- 
tinguished considerations must fail. The first thing he at- 
tempts is to dodge the whole question, and escape entirely 
from the word in dispute ; but he need make no such efforis, 
for he is bound to come square up to the work and meet the 
question full in the face, or show to this audience that he 
cannot. The word to which I refer occurs twice. Matt. 26 ; 
46, and once is translated everlasting and ^once eternal. 
That Greek word is aionion. This word has been in the lips of 
every Universalian preacher and talker throughout the land, 
during the last twenty years, and upon it they, have defied 
all creation. But now that the word is brought into debate, 
and we have a large and listening crowd, anxious to 
hear what can be said upon it, and what is the first move of 
Mr. Manford ?. Why, he tells you that it means the same as 
another word, and then sets off in a great parade to give a 
long string of authorities, defining that other word. But if 
aionion means the same as aton, why did ;Jie not proceed to 
give the definitions of aionion in the place of aion? The rea* 
son is clear. He knew well that such a course would seal 
the fate of our argument. But if he wished to investigate 
the question fairly why did he not open the lexicon and read 
out to you the definition of this very word {aionion) found 
in the passage in dispute ? For a very good reason, viz : 
That definition is just as much against him, and just as much 
in my fav^r as it could be. The first definition is "unlim* 
ited as to duration." Now, he gives you Greenfield on 
aioHf and when he did so, the lexicon was open at the very ' 
place where the word in question was to be found, and his eye 
was within one inch of the spot where that word was defined 
^'unlimited as to duration." Why did he not give the defi- 
nition of the word in dispute ? Can he or any other of his 
friends answer that Question t He tells you xhaxaion means 
the same thing. * I deny it. The lexicons give the words 
different meaning, and that is sufficient evidence to any man 
who regards their authority, that they do not mean the same 
thine4 
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The very iViCl of Mr. Manford's atiempiing lo escape the 
issue on aionion and gel off lo a word not in the passage, i^ 
:i most manifest evidence ihat he knew thai he eouM n.-i 
siand the proper issue. If it were oven granted ihai ilic 
words mean the same, there would still he no reason for de- 
serting the one in question, and quoting the definitions of 
another word ; but on the contrary, let him stick to the de- 
finitions of the word in question. 

1 do not indulge much in quoting human authorities in dls- 
eussions. as tliey prove nothing any way, only to fill up and 
make along speech, when a man is unable to say any thing 
Itimself; hut to prove the sincerity of Mr. M's great regard 
for Dr. A. Clark, 1 will give you a few words from him oii 
x\\o. passdge and ihe inord in question, as follows : 

" < Everlaitlng punishment.'* No appeal, no remedy, to 
all eternity ! no end to ilie punishment of those, w^hoso final 
impenitence manifests in them an eternal will and desire to 
sin. By dying in a settled opposition to God, they cast 
themselves into a necessity of continuing in an eternal aver- 
sion from Him. But some are of opinion that this punish- 
ment shall have an end ; this is as likely as that the glory of 
the righteous shall have an end ; for the same word is used 
to express the duration of the punishment, as is used to ex- 
press the duration of the state of glory. I have seen the 
liest things that have been written in favor of the final re- 
demption of the damned spirits; but I never saw an answer 
to the argument against the doctrine, drawn from ihis verse, 
hut what sound learning and criticism should be ashamed lo 
acknowledge. The original word is certainly to be taken in 
its proper grammatical sense, continued beings never ending.'' 

Thus Dr. Clark deposes against him in the meaning of 
the passage and the meaning of the word in question. Vou 
will'now see how much he cares for Dr. Clark. 

If the gentleman cares any thing for authorities, I should 
think he would pay some attention to the seventy learned 
translators, who have translated the word aionion by eternal 
and everlasting, which words are defined by Webster, '* con- 
tinning without end, immortal.^^ But he can set all authority 
aside by one bare assertion, by telling you that it means the 
{|ame os another word, and then expend his whole force on 
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ihat othor word, without touching the word in dispute. No 
man can ever learn the truth in that way. ^ 

In the passage, " these shall go away into everlasting 
punishment ; but the righteous into life eternal," the word 
aionion from which we have everlasting and eternal^ ex- 
presses duration and noticing else, and that it means unlimit- 
ed duration, I think, I shall come very near making the 
gentleman acknowledge. 

He has quoted several passages to show that we have eter» 
nal life in this world, but we only have it prospectively. 
But suppose I take him at his word, and-admit that we have it 
in actual possession ; what then ? The eternal life, he would 
say, is enjoyed by the christian in this world. But will it 
ever end ? He told me, in a private conversation, that it 
would not; but that eternal life began here, and wilfcontinue 
on perpetually. Well, what is the word e/ernaZ prefixed to 
it fori To express its duration, and nothing else under 
heaven. Well, then, it expresses perpetual duration, for he 
dare not say the " eternal life " there spoken of will ever 
end. And he has admitted that if the life belongs after 
death, the punishment does also. Here, then, I have literally 
taken him prisoner, and have him now at my disposal. In 
speaking of the -*' eternal life'* and "everlasting punish- 
ment," and of my applying them to the after-death state, he 
complains of me and allows they do not have that applica- 
tion, but says, " I admit that if one does, both do." But he 
contends that" eterndl life " is in this world, but admits that 
it will never end ; and I have shown that the very same 
word that expresses its duration, in the same sentence, from 
the lips of the same speaker, expresses the duration of the 
punishment of the wicked. From this, no man ever did es- 
cape, or ever can. 

The gemleman, feeling sensible that he was failing, hap- 
pened to think of his signal failure on the first proposition, 
and set ofT to make a quotation from A. Campbell, to help 
him out ; but I do not consider that my part of the argument 
requires any additional support, and therefore shall not pay 
any farther attention to this point. 

On Heb. 7 : 16, Mr. M. either did not understand my ar- 
gument, or else he did not wish this audience to understand 
it, I care not which. He has not touched the argument* I 
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did not go to this paasage to find punishment, but to get a 
definition of the word eternal. The assertion is here madfr 
that Christ was made a priest after the power of an endless 
lifet by Paul ; who proceeded in the very next words to prove 
his assertion, from the expression, **Thou art a priest /or- 
r«er.'' It is no difference to me, whether you apply it to 
the priest or the life of the priesthood, because endless and 
forexer are both applied to the same thing, and I deny that 
either one or the other will ever end. There is no escape 
from this definition. 

To my argument, drawn from the use of the expression 
** forever and ever," in the thirteen liraes which it occurs 
in the book of Revelations, the gentleman has scarcely 
attempted any reply. I must detain you a few momenta, 
however, to notice what little he has attempted to say on 
that point. He allows the reign of Christ will come to an 
end at the resurrection. It appears to me that he has a 
monstrous poor memory. While on his affirmative, he 
quoted Rev. 5 : 13, and applied it to the resurrection state, 
and I am sure Christ is there represented as sitting upon the 
throne. In verse 6 of the same chapter, he is represented 
as sitting in the midst of the throne. But I shall now use 
the opportunity, to show how unfounded another assertion 
he made in his last speech was. He asserted that I could 
not find another place where *' kingdom," '^ kingdom of 
God," or '* kingdom of Christ " meant heaven itself, be- 
sides the one produced, 1 Cor. 16: 60, Well, I am now 
ready to make a trial. Look then at 2 Pet. 1 : 11, and see 
what kingdom is there spoken of. To the disciples — ^those 
already in the church, or as he expresses it, verse 1," to 
them that have obtained like precious faith with us," to 
whom *' his divine power had given all things that pertain to 
life and godliness," that they *^ might be partakers of the di* 
vine nature " — ^to those he gives the command, *< besides all 
this," to *' add to their faith virtue, knowledge, temperance, 
patience, godliness, brotherly kindness, and charity." He 
further alleges that if they would do this, they shauid never 
fallf but on the other hand, should make their calling and 
election sure ; ** for, iays the apostle, *^ so an entrance shall be 
ministered unto you a^ndantly into the eveiiaspng kingdom 
ef our Lord and Savior'Jesus Christ." This eould not mesa 
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the church, for they had already entered into the church or the 
kingdom here, hut he now tells how they may gain an admit- 
tance into the everlasting {aionian) kingdom of Christ. Christ 
then has an everlasting or eternal kingdom, and what is worse 
for my friend, is the fact that the entrance into it is conditional. 
Having now louud an eternal kingdom of Christ, I shall 
refer to one verse to establish two points, 1. That the 

)overnment of Jesus Christ, shall have no end. 2. That 
orever means that which shall have no end. I will read the 
verse. "Of the increase and peace of his government, there 
shall be no end; upon the throne of David, and upon his 
kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with judgment 
and with justice from henceforth even forever." — Isa. 9 : 7. 
I now put it to the gentleman to tell us whether he believes 
the words of the prophet, when he says^ "of the increase of 
his government and peace, there shall be no end." What is 
here called "government" is called "kingdom" just below, 
and that which "shall have no end" is declared to be "hence- 
forth even forever." Thus then, I .have produced a definition 
ot forever^ and found it to be. that which is declared to have 
"||o end." The declaration then, of Paul, that he shall 
deliver the kingdom to God, is no evidence that the reign of 
Christ will cease or the reign of the Saints with Him. The 
gentleman allowed this reference was unfortunate, and it does 
appear so to him, but not to my amiment. 

He has made one other objection to my argument ; which 
is tha^there will be no day and night in eternity. 1 should 
like to know how he proves that there will be no night < 
in eternity. It is true, we find the expression, "there ehtftfoe 
no night there," — Rev. 21 : 26; but he baa applied all that to the 
church here on earth, and denied that it had any reference to 
the eternal state. Thus he seems capable of applying a pas- 
sage to the church when on one part of the argument, to 
avoid one point, and then turn round and apply the same 
)o eternity, to get out of another difficulty 1 Put I wfll not 
hold him to his application of this passage to the church 
•on eATth, for that is evidently wrong,>and he is right now 
in referring it to eternity. The expression occurs again, 
(Rev, S2: 5,) and the reason is given why there will be no 
^ght there, i will read the passage : "And there shall be 
no nighi ih^re ; and ihey need no rand le, neither light of th« 
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tun ; for the Lord givcih them light, and they shall reign for- 
ever and ever." h is in oiernity suroly, but there is nothing 
said about day and night having ceased. I3ut simply the 
assertion is made that 'nhcro shall be no night there," in ihe 
holy city that John saw descend fronn God, out of heaven. 
And thuro, in eternity, the Saints shall reign forever and ever, 
in the eternal kingdom, which has no end. The reason 
assigned for there being no night there, is not that day 
and night have ceased, but because the "Lord God giveih 
them light." Not only so, but one of the passages states 
explicitly, that "the gales of it shall not be shut at all by 
day," which shows positively, that there shall be day there. 
But if you will turn to Rev. 7: 16, you will hear it said 
of those who come up out of great tribulation, and are 
before the throne of God in His temple, that they serve 
Him "day and night." Dut it is asserted, (Heb. I : 12,) 
of God, that "thy year? shall not fail." If he believes this 
passage, there is an end to all he has said about no day 
and night in eternity, for you cannot have years withoui 
days, and "the years of God fail not." 

1 have now fully and fairly met and set aside every obj^- 
tion he has made to my argument on the words "forever and 
ever," as used in Revelations; and have shown that the 
expression is applied to the eternal state. The very same 
words then, used to express the duration of the shouts of the 
triumphant hosts before^e throne of God, and the very 
same- words used to express the duration of the existence 
-of God, are used lo express the duration of the punishment 
of ih^ wicked w , The man whose soul shall be destroyed 
in hell, after 4ht3 death ofvthe body, be exposed to eternal 
damnation, everlasting 'punishment, and be tormented day 
and night forever and ever, will as certainly find himself 
abandoned to ceaseless punishment, as that the Bible 
contains a revelation from God. h is true, all words have 
been used in a limited sense; but this does not destroy 
their force at "all, when used in their literal signification. 
Even the word "endless" is usjd in the Bible, in a limited 
sense, when Paul speaks of endless genealogies; yet the 
gentleman never thought of ap])oaliuff to this, to show that it 
did not mean liierally, endless. — Heb. 7:16. Even the words 
perpetually, ceaseless, and every other word in human speech 
niay be, and are frequently used in the same way, but 
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this affects not their literal import in the least. I defy 
the gentleman to show that th« words I am applying to 
the future punishment of the wicked, in the passages 
upon, which I rely, have the least indication of figurative use 
or anything but the most full, clear, and literal meaning. 
Let him try it, and see where he will land. 

Finding that he could not reply to my argument, the gen- 
tleman left the point in dispute, after a very short effort, ancj 
attempted to build up his affirmative argument, upon which 
he made such a manifest failure on yesterday. He did 
this for two reasons: 1. He had nothing to offer on our 
l>roposition, which he was willing to submit to my examina- 
tion. 2. He wished to get me off from the question, that 
I might not expose his theory any further. And I might add 
as a third reason, that he was conscious that his day's work 
ou yesterday, needed mending. But I hope you will observe 
the difference between him and myself. Those points upon 
which I told you not to expect too much of him, ho 
has carefully avoided, without any examination. He has 
just left his brethren to work. their way out the best way ihay 
could. But those points upon which, he told you not to 
expect too much from me, have been taken up and examined 
iu regular order^ and Universalism set in the shade. You 
will notice all this. It shows at whose door the trouble lies. 

The gentleman has never got clear of his admission made 
in his first speech, that he "believes that ini proving or 
^leglecting to impiove our talents in this world, will in some 
degree, effect our condition" in the world to come. I told 
him that he would repent of the adn)ission for many years ta 
come. He would not believe me. But you have now seen 
that it has already haunted him Hke the ghost did the 8U|)er- 
stitious in former years. Yes, after twisting, turning, and ma» 
iiojuvering every way he can, still it haunts him, and had he 
only the power to call it back, it would most assuredly never 
gain utterance. But the thing has gone from him, and 
he cannot call it back. I tried to show him and his brethren 
that he was right, and consequently, that they need not bo so 
much excited about it ; ior the Savior referred the effects of the 
improvement and neglecting to improve our talents in, this 
world, to the world to come; but he will not have the Savior 
with him, but confines his words to the present state. But I 
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cannot see into the propriety of this. Can he reaaonabW 
refer the effect of improving or neglecting to improve ourtal* 
ents in this life, to the future state, and then when the Savior 
does the same thing, limit the effects to this life ? He never 
can, and all the plastering in creation, will never mend 
the matter, hut will rather make it worse. 

He has admitted that the act of neglecting to improve 
a man's talents in this world, may subject him to some of tho 
lower degrees of glory in heaven, and being thus in the rear 
when he enters heaven, he may thus continue perpetually. I 
maintain then, that \^hatever subjected him to the lower 
degrees at the start, and consequently keeps him there 
perpetually, is an infinite evil, and as such deprives him 
of many degrees of happmess in the world without end. 
Thus the principle is granted, that by a man's own neglect in 
this life, he may forfeit happiness in the life to come. Then, 
you only need extend the same principle far enough to take 
a man from the lowest degree of happiness, a single step 
lower, and you are to where there is no happiness at all, but 
misery. But the concession is still wider than that. If the 
mere want of improvement, as he has now granted, in 
this life, can subject a man to the lowest seat in heaven, what 
shall we say of him who not only lacks this good action, but 
spends his life in bad action — in opposition to the will of 
God ? He has not only neglected to do good, which the 
gentleman admits • will subject him to the? lowest degree 
in glory, but he has added to this all the evil action he could, 
whiob wtil, upon the same principle, reduce him below ihe 
lowest degree in happiness, and wi^en he gets below all hap- 
piness, he is miserable. Out of thine own mouth, thou art 
condemned. 

Universalists have talked much about the Pharisaical spirit 
of other denominations. I could but think of this when the 
gentleman was picturing oiTwith such an air of self-importance 
the exalted station, the superlatively magnificeiit and com- 
manding position the Universalists are to occupy in heaven, 
transported high over all ; from which eminence, he appeared 
to anticipate, he will shortly look down with ineffable contempt 
and disdain upon all the poor publicans in creation, who are 
so ignorant as to stand at a distance, crying '^God t^e merci- 
ful to me a sinner," not knowing that great mystery, nof only 
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k«pt secret since the world began," to apostolic times, but 
not even revealed by Christ and all the apostles, that all Ihtrs, 
thieves, robbers, whoremongers, and villians of every grade 
shall be made holy and happy in heaven! How appropriately 
he might have prayed as follows : "God, I thank thee, that I 
am not as other men are, extortioners, unjust, adulterers, or 
even aus this publican. I fast thrice a week, I give tithes of 
all that I possess." "Charity nameth not itself, is not puffed 
up." "Let him who thinks he stands take heed lest he fall." 
"Be not high-minded" "Let us therefore fear lest a promise 
being lefi us of entering into his rest, any of you should seem 
to come short of it." "Look diligently lest any man fail of 
the grace of God." I could but look upon the close of Mr. 
Manford's last speech as a kind of burlesque on his own 
brethren! lie could not tell them gravely of their superior 
intelligence or moral worth, surely. They do not claim to be 
better than their neighbors are — they are satisfied with being 
as good. But I have no personal reflections to offer. It is 
the doctrine we have to do with. The gentleman may enjoy 
his imaginary elevation, but the Lord says, "he that exalteth 
himself shall be humbled." 

I lay it down as an indisputable fact that all human laws 
evermade have had their penalties, and that a law without 
any penalty would be no law at all. From this we get the 
consent of all the law-makers in all the world, that it is not 
ooly right that we should be punished for transgression, but 
that it is reasonablb. To this my friend agrees, and quotes 
the words, "though hand join in hand, the wicked shalLnot 
go unpunished." , This expression is as literally true as any 
other found in all the bible. Not only the general consent 
of mankind decided that man ought to be punished /or 
crime, but that for some crimes he ought to be punished with 
the severest punishment in the power of man to inflict. 

Well I now ask the question^ does an adequate punishment - 
for all sins committed in this life take place before death? 
Every man of reason is^ound to say no. Suppose a man 
has committed the most aggravated murder, and while his hands 
are yet stained with the blood of innocence, he is stricken 
with a shock of lightning, and thus taken out of the world 
without feeling the first pang of punishment? Every man 
of r^^ason knows that in suoli oases no adequate puni.<^h- 
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ment is inflicted in this life, yet my friend admits that he 
shall not go unpunished. Then he must be punished afler 
death. 1 defy nim to escape the conclusion. 

For, such crimes as 1 have alluded to, by the general con- 
sent-of mankind, are punished as long as it is in the power of 
man to punish, and the only reason why a punishment of 
greater duration is not inflicted, is because it is not in 
the power of man to inflict it. The idea of a punishment 
of great duration, is not repugnant to the reason of mankind 
then. It is further to be observed that the time during which 
any one is engaged in the commission of a crime, has noth- 
ing to do with the duration of the punishment: for some crimes 
committed in the shortest time, we inflict punishment of the 
greatest clurution. This is not at all contrary to the common 
sense of mankind, but accords with it. What goes further 
to show that punishment of great duration is reasonable, is 
the fact that the mischief done in a short time by the trans- 
gressor, is of such great duration. The gentleman has ad- 
mitted that the eflects of neglecting to improve our talents in 
liie will follow us into the resurrection state and by so doing 
has virtually admitted that they will never cease. If then, 
as he has now admitted, our conduct in this life will aflect 
the heavenly state perpetually, and if a man shall deter- 
mine to act through his whole life in such a way as shall aflcd 
the happiness of the eternal state perpetually, where is there 
any thing unreasonable in his being punished perpetually? 

Look at the consequences that may follow the conduct of 
one wicked man, and then ask yourself if it is unreasonable 
that Almighty God wou^d inflict an endless punishment upon 
such, and thus make him an example to men and angels 
forever and ever. How many countless millions would it take 
to tell the injury done the human race by one Mahomet? 
Rivers of innocent blood lift up the cry to Grod for vengeance, 
not in the pitiful tones of my friend, but in the language of 
the holy martyr and witnesses of Jesus, viz: **how long, 
Lord, holy and true, dost thou not judge and avenge our 
blood on them that dwell on the earth, [ Time expired.] 
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MR. iMANFORD'S FOURTH SPEECH. 



Respected Auditors: 

Mr. Franklin complained of nne, and I acknowledge justly, 
for overrunning my lime, in my last speech ; but I had just 
so much to say, and I wished to say it while 1 was at it. But 
I promise not to do so this time. 1 shall probably fall short 
of my time in this speech, as much as I went beyond it in 
my last, which I will cheerfully give him ; for honestly, my 
friends, I see but little in his last speech that demands a re- 
ply from me I Indeed 1 hardly know where to begin ; for, 
as you are all aware, the most of his time was taken up in 
either describing to you my feelmgs and emotions, the un- 
happy condition in which I felt myself, how badly he had 
*• used nia up," &c., or in going over matters that have been 
gone over and over again, all this day, I jnay say — to all of 
which, it does seem to me, it is hardly necessary for me to 
reply ! He has said nothing new on these points — nothing 
but what he has said before, two or three times, and nothing 
but what I have fairly, and I think successfully replied to. 
Were I to take up your time in replying to them again in 
detail, he woiUd probably repeat over again just what he has 
said before, and would tell you he had refuted me — that I 
had failed, dec. 

And ^bax is «.tiU stranger,^ is, that he has not advanced a 
single step since his previous speech ! Not a new argument, 
not a new proof-text, did he advance in his last speech ! 
The presumption is that he is through — that he has done all 
he can do. And what has he done ? I only assert what 
you all know, when I say he has introduced but barely one 
proof-text, and that is the passage in the 25th of Matthew ! 
Previous to introducing this passage, he wandered from the 
point, trying to pro\e this, that, and the other, which, it 
proved, could have but little or no bearing on the question 
at issue — the endless punishment of the wicked. 1 finally 
succeeded in bringing him to the point ; he set down his 
stakes on the pa.<3^ge| " These shall go away into r^verlast- 
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ing punishment, but the righteous into life eternal,'*--asd 
said 00 this ho relied as proof direct in favor of his proposi- 
tion. To a consideration of this passage, I devoted a con* 
siderable portion of my last speech ; in which I believe I 
showed clearly and ineontrovertibly that the passage not only 
cannot be relied on to teach the doctrine of endless punish* 
ment, but that it has reference to events which have long 
since transpired. 1 showed this, first, by a reference to the 
ineani*jg of the oriffinal word rendered everlasting in the 
passage, and second, by a consideration of the passage in 
its connection, ascertaining thereby its true meaning. 

And what has Mr. Franklin said in refutation of my ar- 
guments ? Yes, what has he said! Why, simply, that in- 
stead of giving you the definition of aionion^ the word ren- 
dered everlastings I confined myself to an entirely different 
word ! Now, this is all sheer humbuggery, and affected ig- 
norance! He knows better. I first took up the word aion, 
the noun from which aionioii is derived, and showed its de- 
finition by an appeal to a long list of authorities. Thb was 
the proper course. I might have gone further back and taken 
up the root of the word aei, from which aion is derived; 
and I intended to do so, should it become necessary ; fortbii 
is the only true way of getting at the meaning of doubtful 
words. I showed that aion did not mean endless — that ii9 
proper meaning was "age," "indefinite duration," d^. I 
also laid it down as a rule which cannot be denied, luid 
which Mr. Franklin did not pretend to deny, that no adjec- 
tive can mean more than the noun from which it is derived ; 
and consequently that as ai onion is the adjective derived 
from aion, it could not -and did not of itself, mean endless. 
I deny that aion and aionion are two different words ; they 
are but different forms of the same word, the one being the 
noun and the oiher the adjective. And to get at the mean- 
ing of an adjective, it is customary, and it is proper and 
right, first to obtain the meaning of the noun from which it 
is derived. And it is shown, as it was in ray last^ibat the 
noun does not mean endless. I defy the world to show that 
the adjective has that meaning ! It cannot be done. No 
adjective can mean more than its noun, 'i'his argument the 
o^entleman did not touch, nor attempt to touch ! 

But F did not ronfme mvself to the nonn.'as he m\d: after 



s. 



tNDtESS PUNISHMENT. 3S3 

ffiving ihe definition of aion from some sixteen or eighteen 
oifieirent lexicons, commentators and divines, among whom 
are Dounegan, Parkhurst, Priestley, W^its, and Alexander 
Campbell — and ascertaining beyond doubt or possibility of 
mistake that its proper and radical meaning is limited or in- 
definite duration — an age or dispensation — I gave you the 
admissions of several eminent theologians and believers in 
endless punishment, that the adjective form of the word did 
not, and could not, necessarily mean endless duration. Among 
these are Drs. Watts and Macknight — the latter of which I 
will here read again, as it may have escaped my friend's at- 
tention, and as Macknight is universally acknowledged by 
his friends to be good authority. Let it be understood that 
he was a believer in the doctrine of endless punishment, 
and that while trying to prove this doctrine from these very 
words, he makes this admission. It is on this account the 
more valuable. Truth compelled him to decide against his 
own favorite doctrine. He says : **^ These words — aion and 
manion — being ambiguous^ are always to be understood 
according to the nature and circumstances of the things to 
which they are applied.'' Again he says : **I must be so 
candid as to acknowledge, that the use of these terms, for» 
eveVf eternal and everlastings in other passages of scripture, 
shows that they who understand these^ords in a limited 
sense* when applied to' punishment, put no forced interpret 
tation upon them." Here my friends, is auAority, and good 
authority, on the word aionion. Universal ists then, when 
they understand these words in a limited sense, when applied 
tp punishment,, put no forced construction upon them — they 
understand them in their natural and proper meaning. 

Mr. FrAnklin wished to know why 1 did not give you 
Greenfield's and Clarke's definition of aionion ? I wilY tell 
yoii. Those men were partialists, and believers in endless 
pimishment ; and notwithstanding their definition of the 
nouh aion] is age, limited duration, &c., they think aionion 
meand endless — and why 1 Simply because they wish to 
prove theit notion of endless punishment by it ! They were 
theologians ; and in defining these words, they do not give 
their original and classic meaning, so much as what they 
.think is their meaning in the New Testament. I do not 
lake thes9 men*i definition of controyened words and pai- 
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8ag(vs, tXi.opi where ihcy leslify against themselves 1 A 
man's lesiimony in favor of himself is not admissible; bui 
when he tostifies against himself, his testimony is doubly 
valuable — for no man, it is presumed, would testify againsi 
himself, except compelled by truth and candor to do so. 
This is the reason why I rely upon these men when they 
testify in my favor, and reject them when they testify against 
me ; for when they do this, they testify in favor of Stem- 
selves, and I cannot take their testimony. I care not what 
Clarke, or Greenfield, or any one else says in favor of end- 
less punishment ; but when they say any thing against it, I 
sot it down as valuable, for it is presumed they would not 
say any thing against it, unless compelled by facts to do so. 

But notwithstanding Mr. Franklin objects to my going to 
the noun to ascertain the meaning of the adjective, he does 
what amounts to the same thing. In Heb. 7, he quotes the 
passage, " Who is made, noj after the law of a criminal 
commandment, but after the power of an endless life," and 
then read the next verse : " Thou are a priest forever after 
the order of Melch^sedek," because used as synonymous 
with that word. This position is false, as I abundantly 
showed in my hist speech. The word forever is not used as 
synonymous with endless. In the first instance, endless is 
applied to the life of Christ; he was made, not a priest, but 
was made a living being, the Son of Uod, " after the power 
of an endless life. Then in the next verse his priesthood is 
referred to : " Thou art a priest forever after the order of 
Melchisedek." This fact was made so plain, and the gentle- 
man's position so completely exposed in my last, that bis- 
only remedy was to take this position that Christ's priesthood 
will h^ endless I And therefore, as his priesthood will be 
endless, of course forever must mean endless ! I will routd' 
the gentleman from his position, however, before I sit down. 

But what I wish you to notice here is, that the word ren- 
dered forever is not aionion. According to his own logic, 
he has gone to an entirely difterent word to get the meaning 
of aionion ! The word, or rather phrase is eis tou aiona-~ 
being the adverbial form of the nqiim aion. It is Ho nearer 
aionion than aion is ; and instead of going t<Q^ aiona for the 
meaning of aionion, it would be far more proper io go to 
aionion for the meaning aiona / The gentli^maa 9fi^m9 to 
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do every thing, and have every thing wrong end foremost ! 
But there is no other way, as I before stated, of obtaining the 
meaning of either aionion or aion, except by going to the 
noun from which they are derived ; or by going still further 
back to the original roots, aei and on. This the gentleman 
dare not do ! You see now what his great bluster about my 
going to a different word to get the meaning of aionion 
amovQts to I It was all gemmon, and only said for effect ! 
Besides this he has done the same thing ; but, unlike me, he 
has failed. 

But as the gentleman intimates that he cares but little 
about human authorities, I will give him something from the 
Bible. Macknight, you recollect, says: " The use of the 
terms forever, everlasting, &c.,in other passages of Scripture, 
shows that they whcf understand these words in a limited 
sei^se, when appliejj to punishment, put no forced interpreta- 
tion upon them." This he says he is bound 4o acknowledge. 
Let us therefore refer to " the use of these words in other 
passages of the Scripture," and see how the case stands. 
This, after all, is the proper way to interpret Scripture lan- 
guage and phrases. Let the Old Testament interpret the 
New, says Alexander Campbell, as I showed you while on 
the first proposition. 

1st. Everlasting. " And I will give unto thee and thy 
seed, all the land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession" 
— Gen. 17, 8. 

" And I will make of thee a multitude of people, and will 
give this land (Canaan) to thy seed after thee, for an ever- 
/acting possession." — Gen. 48, 4. 

Now was this possession to be endless ? No, for it has 
Ceased long ago ! But let us read some more. "Unto the 
utmost bouiids of the everlasting hills"—" The everlasting 
mountains were «cattei?ed." — Hab. 3, 6. The gentleman 
believes that the everlasting hills and mountains will all be 
destroyed whten th^ world conies to an end ! 

"For their aiinointing shallsurely be an everlasting priest- 
liood." — Exod. 40,^15. "And he (Phinehas) shall have it, 
arid his seed after hii|i,'even the covenant, foy an everlasting 
preisthood."-*-Niim. 25, 13. "And this shall be an ever- 
lasting statutQ nnlo you, to make an atonement for the 
children of Israel once every year." — Lev. 16, 34. Was 
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the prieathood to be of endless duration ? or has it not. long 
since been abolished by the priesthood of Christ ? Such my 
Iriends, is a sample of the Bible use of this word. Let us 
now read something about another word, which Mr. Franklin 
thinks means endless duration. 
• 2d. Forever. '* He (Solomon) shall build me an house, 
and I will establish it forever r— I Chron. 17, 12. This 
house although established forever, has long since been lorn 
down and destroyed ! ^* For^the land Vhich^ thou seest, to 
thee, ( Abram) will I give it, and to thy seed forever."— 
Gen. 13, 15. ''You shall keep it (the passover) a feast 
by an ordinance' forever." — Exod. 12, 14. Was the observ- 
ance of the passover to be of endless duration ? - ** They 
shall be your bondsmen forever." — Lev. 25^46. Were they 
to be bondsmen throughout endless duration ? "I went to 
the bottom of the mountains ; the earth with her bafs was 
about me forever "7— that is, three days ! — Jonah 2, 6. " Tlie 
righteous shall inherit the land, and dwell therein forever."— 
Ps. 37, 29. Are the righteous to dwell in a land endlessly? 
*' And his master shall bore his ear through with an awl, and 
he shall serve him forever " — that is^, as lopg as he live.— 
Exod. 21,6. *' And they shall dwell in the land that I have 
given my servant Jacob, wherein your fathers have dwelt, 
and they shall dwell therein, forever ; and my servant David 
shall be their prince forever." — Ezek. 27, 25. This needs 
no comment. '* But Judah shall dwell forever, and Jerusa- 
lem from generation to generation " — ^from genea to genea. 
*^ For I have told him that I will judge bis house forever, for 
the iniquity which he knoweth." Will the Almight be end* 
lessly judging the house of Eli? And if to judge forever 
does not mean endless judgment, why should to punish f^r* 
ever mean endless punishment ? Can any one teU 1 Paul 
writing to Philemon says of Onesimus, — ^* For perhaps he 
departed for a season, that thou shouldst receive him forever" 
-—not endlessly, surely ! 

I might go on and occupy my whole time in referring to- 
l^assa^es of this kind, where these words are undoubtedly 
used m a limited sense; and then not refer to one half of the 
placet. Indeed this seems to be the moM common use of 
them throughout the Bible, and it is a question with me, 
whether there is a solitary place in the Bible where either of 
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them strictly denotes eternity, or endless duration ! Let it 
be remembered that in all of these places to which 1 have re- 
ferredj'the words rendered everlasting and forever — aionion. 
and aiona in the original Greek, are the same words which Mr. 
Franklin relies on to prove his favorite doctrine of endless 
sin and suffering ! . 

. And. now, from the fact that in so many places in the Bible, 
yea, almost universally, these words are used in a limited 
sense, '^vhich cannot be denied, 1 lay it down as a rule which 
adnriils, of no denial, that the common Bible use of them is 
limited, indefinite duration; and I call on Mr. F. to show 
why we should depart from the primary ^ind Bible , use of 
these words, when applied to punishment ? 

This hQ has to do or give up the controversy. I altirm 
what 1 know to be true, that these words can tiever signify 
endless duration, unless the things to which they are applied 
necessarily of ihemsclvcs require such a signification! — 
When applied to God and the duration^ of his throne and ex- 
istence, ihey may mean .endless; yet, in this case it is doubt- 
ful whether they ever' have that meaning. Says the cele- 
brated Scarlett, '»When the reader meets with the .phrase 
aionion God, he will understand thereby that God rejgns 
throughout all the; aions, or ages; whether past, present, or to 
<:. jmc; and aionion spirit is the spirit of God which has presi- 
ded over the church in all aions^ox ages.'* But, one thing is 
cjriftiji, if ii means endless in such cases, it is because the 
subject to which it is applied necessarily, requires it, and not 
*l'roin any force iti the adjective. This being a fact which 
no man can successfully controvert, it follows that before 
Mr. F. can claim any assistance from the phi^a© at onion 
punishment, he must show some good reason from the na- 
ture and character of the punishment itself, why it should 
b3 endless. I deny that there is anything in the nature of 
punishment, humdn or divine, which requires that it should 
bo endless ; nay, I go iurther — I deny the possibility of t^p 
thing; — First, because no being could endure endless punish- 
ment — it would gradually give way under it; and finally 
c'^as? to exist. Fiiidless j)unishment, therefore, is an impos- 
sibility. Second, bjcausc the word rendered punishment in 
lUo text { Kolasis) forbids such an idoa. It means to chastise, 
to punish for the object of reformation. The first and pri- 

22 
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mary meaning given by Greenfield is chastisement. You 
may have an aionion chastisement, a long, enduring chas- 
tisement ; but, to talk of an endless chastisement is a soli- 

cism ! 

A few more wovds on this subject and I pass to something 
else. Ist. Aionion and aiona rendered everlasting and for- 
ever, are derived from aion, the noun. 2d. I affirm, and 
have proved, that aion does not mean endless. I therefore 
lay down the following syllogism, to which I invite ^e gen- 
tleman's special attentioq, and which I challenge him to re- 
fute ! 

1. No adjective nor adverb can mean more than the nouu 
{torn which it is derived. 

2. But aionion andatona arc derived from aion^ which does 
not mean endless ; 

3. Therefore, aionion and aiona do not mean endless. 

Here I set down my stakes, with as9uvance of perfect se- 
curity ; and the gentleman can either come up to the work now 
and make an attempt to defend his cagse».or da as he did on 
the phrase "this generation" — silently back out, and thus 
let it all go by the board ! 

The gentleman affirms that.Christ's reign as Priesi and 
King is to be endless. He does this in order to show that 
the mordiforever |neans endless, because it is said *«He was 
made a priest forever After the order of Melchisedek." All 
I have to say, i«, that h^ and Paul are at direct antipodes ou 
this point; — you can believe which you please. Paul says m 
1 Cor. 16: "For lie (Christ) must- reign TILL he haih pui 
all enemies under his feet.'*^ IJow much loagcr will he reign 
after he has j>ut all enemies under his feet ? Hear what the 
apostle sfeys: **And'when all things shall be subdued iinio 
him, then shall the Soa also himself be subject unto Him 
that put all things under him, that God may be all in all."— 
So, when all things shall be subdued unto Christ, then his 
reign and his priesUiood will cease, will be at an end — at any 
rate his priesthood, for there will be no more occasion for 'a ^ 
priest ; all will have been subdued, and the lion also himself | 
will become subject unto the Father, and God be all in all. 
Sk> much, then, for being "made a priest forever.'*^ It only 
means throughout, or .during the New Dispensation— -the 
reign of the Messiaht 
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In aueaipting to controvert the position that ** the reign 
of Christ will come to an end at the resurrection,*' the gen- 
tleman refers to Rev. 5: 13, which 1 said referred to the 
resurrection state ; and says he is **sure Christ is there rep* 
resented as sitting upon his throne." Now, 1 ani ''sure'' 
Christ is not so represented at all ! Let us read the passage : 
'*And every creature which is in heaven and on the earth, 
and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and al) that 
is in them, heard i saying, hlessing, and honor, and glory, 
and power be \ini0 HIM that sitteth upon the throne, and 
unto the Lamb." It is God, and not the Lamb, or Christ, that 
is ''represented as sitting upon Ahe throne !" This was quite 
a mistake ! 

While I think of it I will just notice another failure the gen- 
ileman made, although it is not of much consequence. In my 
last I challenged him to produce another place in the Bible 
besides 1 Cor* 15: 50, where 'kingdom;' 'kingdom of heaven,' 
or "kingdom ^ .God," means Heaven itself. He says he is 
ready to make the trial, and in making the trial, refers to 2 
Pet. 1 : 11— -"For so an entrance shall be administered unto 
you abundantly into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord 
and Savior Jesus Christ."' Now, this was said but a few 
years previous to the destruction of the Jewish state and the es* 
tablishmcnt of Christ's kingdom on earth; and the simple, un- 
mistakable meaning of thei apostle is, that all who at that time 
lived, if they continued in faith and good works, '*ati entrance 
should be ministered unto them abundantly into the everlasting 
kingdom of Christ" — the kingdom which he was then to sei 
up and establish on earth. Nothing else is intended. I bold* 
'ly affirm' that if the passage does not'mean the reign or king* 
dom of Christ on earth, xheti there is not a' passage in the 
Bible which has such a meaning! The ihmg is so plain that 
it nereds no argument to prove it. The gentleman's' "trial" 
therefore, is a— rfailure. , 

What he said about my making God- "the author of lies,'* 
is too low, mean, and contemptible to need a serious reply ! 
He avoids the 4rue issue on this point; and, in order to shield 
himself, endeavors to draw your attention by telling you 1 say 
God is ."the author of lies !" I saicf no such thing, and he 
knows it ! and I hold him- up here before this audience as a 
man who can villify, misrepresent, and pervert arguments 
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which he cannoi ineci — willingly and with malice afore- 
thttughtl 1 scorn such conduci! I look upon il as childish 
and coniempiiblo to the last degree ! Why did he not meet 
my argument like a man and not us a demagogue? I have 
said that God is the first cause of everything — and, therefore, 
in some sense or other, he must be the author of everything. 
And why did 1 say this? Because I maintained that if end- 
less punishment be true, then God is the author of it, and 
consequently, the author of an infinite evil ! For God made 
man just what he is, and if there be an endless hell, God 
made that, and if there be a devil, God made him also, (or 
he is self-existent,) for 'he made everything that was made.' 
Now, if man's conduct, or sifi, plunges him into interminable 
ruin for which there is no remedy, then God is the author 
of it, for he saw beforehand the end from the beginning, 
and seeing this, he made man wiih a perfect knowledge thai 
his existence would terminate in endless and irretrievable 
ruin ! But foreknowledge with God, as to the (ermination or 
results of his own works, is the same as foreordination ; and 
therefore, the doctrine of endles punishment being an end, 
reflects upon God's character, and robs him not only of his 
glory, but of the last particle of goodness ! But to return. 
If a man makes a machine which in its operation, proves 
injurious to community, perhaps destructive to human life, 
that man is in one sense, the author of evil — yet he may be 
one of the best men in the World, having the least evil inten- 
tion towards any one. So with God. He has made many 
a wonderful machine! capable of doing good or evil, and 
instituted certain laws by which to reward him Tor his good, 
and punish him for his evil deeds, so that there may be 
as much good, and as little evil in the world as possible. 
Man sins. God is not the author of hi» sins, in any other 
sense than he is the author of man ; and that he is the author 
of man, no one denies. Mr. Franklin believes this, and he 
knows that I do not make God the author 9f sin, in any other 
sense than this — which he himsvlf believes. God does 
not, and cannot sin ; for he is infinitely holy ! but he has 
made man, who does sin, and this is all I contend for. He is 
therefore, responsible for man's conduct, the same as a par- 
ent is responsible for the conduct of his children ; otherwise 
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God would not punish and reward man for his conduct. Sin 
and evily I maintain, are hut incidental to mortal existence ; 
but should they finally eventuate in infinite evil, in end-f 
less sinning, then God will he responsible for it, he will 
be the author of it — for it will he an end, an eventuaiion of 
his own government and works ; so if endless punishment he 
true, there is no way to avoid the conclusion that God 
will be the author of it, and consequendy, the author of 
an infinite evil ! . . 

Now let the gentleman come forward and meet this argu- 
ment, or hold his peace, and not take up sin in the abstract, 
and accuse me again pf saying that God is the author of it ! 
I say not that God is the author of sin, in the abstract ; he is 
the author of man, and man is the author, of sin. Should the 
gentleman say again that "the devil" is the author of sin, all 
1 ask of him is to tell us who is the author of the devil ? He 
said "the devil was a liar from the beginning;" but some 
people say that in- the "beginning," he was an angel in 
heaven ! 1 would like some light on this subject. 

But there is one other subject I had almost forgotten, and 
which I must notice before I sit down. I allude to the sub- 
ject of eternal life, as used in the New Testament, as espe- 
cially in the gentleman's proof-text from Mait. 25, He 
assumes the position, (I say assumes, for he cannot prove it,) 
that it means the immortal life of the believer, in the future 
world. This, 1 deny, and in ray last I showed clearly 
by reference to other places, where the phrase occurs, that it 
means the spiritual life of the kingdom or gospel- — that it is 
the life which the believer enjoys in this world. In proof of 
his position, he says 1 admitted to him in a private conversa- 
tion, that "eternal life" does not extend beyond this worlf}, &c. 
Now, w^iether I did or not, is of no consequence in this de- 
bate. And if I did make such admission to him in "private 
conversation," he has done what no true gentleman would do 
in thus bringing it into this debate ! -But I now deny, so far 
as this debate is concerned, of ever making such admission ! 
1 am losing confidence in the^man every speech he makes, 
both as a gentleman and a christian. I tell him as I did in 
. rolayon to another subject — it is none of his business what I 
*say in "pHvate conversation ;" let him attend to what I say in 
this .Rebate, and he will have enough to do. 
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I have now replied to all the points in the gentleroan^s last 
speech which, in my candid opinion, was deserving of a 
reply. The -most of his speech was made up of assertions, 
scarcely ever touching my arguments. The passage I quoted 
from laa. 34, which refers to the desolation of Idumeft» 
tfnd speaks of the land becoming ^burning pitch," the ''dust 
turned into brimstone," and the ''smoke thereof going up 
fai CtV er," ha hai^paid no attention to. Doubtless he will noi. 
Perhaps he will pay no attention to the numerous passages i 
have introduced id my present speech, in reference to the 
words "everlasting" and "forever !" We shall see. 

The most of his speech being made up of assertions 
and repetitions, I refer you and him to my last speech for a 
formal reply to all that has not been referred to again in this. 
The arguments of my last speech, I conceive, have not been 
touched ; and until he can say something more than he did in 
his last, they must still remain untouched. What he said 
about the punishment of sin, and the reasonableness and jus- 
tice in the idea of its "great duration," because the effects of 
some men*s wickedness is of long duration, all vanishes 
when you recollect that in one short hour, the wickedest 
man can repent, be baptised, obtain remission, and escape all 
punishnient ! What now becomes of the "effects" and "con- 
sequences of a mair's sins ? Suppq^e Tom Paine had re- 
pented and got religion just before he died, what would 
have been done about punishing him throughout "great dura- 
tion," to compensate for the "mischief done in a short time" 
by writing his Infidel book ? You may " look at the coase- 
quences that may follow the conduct of one wicked man" 
and you may reason or imagine yourself into the belief that 
" it is reasonable" that God should punish him for a "great 
duration," or endlessly ; but alas! he repents before he dies, 
and goes to heaven ! Where now are your "consequefices" of 
bis wickedness? They still remain. Where now is his 
punishment due for these "consequences?" O, pshaw! 
This is all 1 will say. The balance of my time I give 
him. 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S CLOSING SPEECH. 



Beloved Fellow-Citizens : - 

I now rise before you to make my closing speech on the 
important question now before us, aner whi|:^h I shall lei^VBr 
the question for every man to decide for himself in this great 
and intelligent community. I shall first pay a little attention 
to Mr. Manford's' last speech, and then proceed to recapitu- 
late my argument, and place it before you in as clear and 
forcible a manner as I can. 

I cheerfully agree with the gentleman that he did not know 
where to begin in his last speech, and so f9.r as any argument 
is concerned, 4iis part of the debate would have been about 
as strong if he had not began at all. He says that he only 
asserts what you all know when he asserts that I have only 
introduced one proof text. This will do for a man who had 
talked as loudly about misrepresentation as he has done, but 
any other man could not talk so and be believed ; and it may 
be that he will not be believed by tbe time I have finished my 
recapitulation, or even that he is not believed now. I have 
introduced more than oi;e half dozen scriptures to which he has 
attempted no reply whatever. In addition to this, a goodly 
number he has tried to examine and failed. Yet he has the 
assurance to stand up and face this audience and tell them 
that I have introduced but one pi^f text. The truth of the 
matter is, that the onfe proof text, Mat. 25, which seems to 
pierce him so horribly, has proved invulnerable, and has ter- 
rified him so that he can think of nothing else. But he tells 
you that he has finally succeeded in bringing me to the point. 
That put me in mind of the old astronomer who had watched 
the motions of the earth until it had performed its annual 
revolution, and reached the precise point where it had beeu 
just one year before, when he exclaimed to those about him, 
"we have succeeded in bringing it to the point at last." Just 
so Mr. M. succeeded in bringing me to the point at last, when 
I came to it of my own accord. But from the restlessness 
he has manifested, I should judge I was much closer to the 
point all the time than he desired. I know the meaning of 
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all that long parade. The object of it is merely to fill up 
time, and not to get me any nearer to the point. He, in truth, 
only dreaded it all the time, because he could not get me off 
from the point. 

Mr. M. still tries to escape discussion on the meaning of 
the Greek word aionion, but there is no escape for him h^re. 
I cannot let him off to another word ; yet I confess, that I feel 
for him, for he is conscious that he must cheat this audience 
some way, and get them to take the definition of another 
word, in the place of the word in dispute. Well, then, 
what is the advantage in going to it ? Why not give the peo- 
ple honestly and candidly, the definition of ai onion, and 
not go off ibr the definition of another word ? The reason 
is at hand. You know the definition of that word is not the 
same in our lexicon ; and you want the people to take the 
definition of aion, in the place of the definition of aionion, 
for no other reason under heaven, only because you know ii 
is not the same. What reason have you given for wantinor the 
people to take the definition of aion in the pli.ce of the defi- 
nition of aionion ? None under the heavens, but your hare 
assertion, that the two words have the same meaning; and 
this assertion is not correct, or the lexicographers would have 
defined both words alike, which you know they have not 
done. 

The effort made by Mr. M. to escape the very word used by 
(tin Lord, and impose the definition of another word on this 
jieoplo, is one of the best evidences I have found, of his con- 
sciousness that he must fail, if he cajinot get clear of the 
meaning of that word. 

He tells you that he lays it down as a rule, that no adjec- 
tive can mean more than the noun from which it is derived, 
and that I have not denied it. Well, I do deny it most posi- 
tively, and I say further, that it is no rule at ail, but simply his 
bare assertion. How has he proved it I He has not proved 
it all; but simply asserted it. The fact that the lexicons define 
two word differently, is sufficient evidence that they have dif- 
ferent meanings, with men who regard evidence. 

After all the gentlemail's long parade in quoting Dr. .). 
Clarke, and telling what a great, learned, and good man lie 
was, he now represents him as dishonest, because he decides 
against him: and accuses him with doing it to sustain his 
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position. I told you I would prove his sincerity in quoting 
Clarke. With him a man is great, learned, and good, while 
he can pervert his language into the service' to prove Univer- 
salism, but the moment his language is quoted against him, he 
is dishonest ! ! He says he does not take the testimony 
of great men, only "where they testify against themselves." 
That is, he does not take their testimony only where they tes- 
tify what they did not believe ! ! 

In his last speech, Mr. M. set off to give us a long list of 
places where the word eternal is used in a limited sense ; but 
he simply did so to fill up his speech, for I have stated 
that the word is frequently used in a limited sense. I have 
also mentioned the fact that the word endless is used in a lim- 
ited sense, and sp is the word perpetual and any other word 
in human speech: But he tells us, that he doubts whether 
the word means endless any place in tiie Bible. Well, I can 
very soon remove all doubts on that point, in the mind 
of every candid man present. When we read of "the ever- 
lasting God," the word everlasting, expresses the duration of 
the existence of God, and nothing else. The word in that place 
is used in an unlimited sense, beyond a doubt. When we read 
of "everlasting life," "eternal life," &c., the word expresses 
unlimited duration. To avoid this, Universalists have set off 
to prove that eternal or everlasting life is in this world ; but 
tWs avoids not the difficulty; for they dare not any it will end. 
The word eternal, when applied to life, expresses its duration ; 
and means just the same as our Savior did, when he said, 
"He that believeth on me shall never die." Will eternal life 
end ? He dare not say it will. Well, what is the word that 
expresses its duration? The Greek aionion, ti'anslated everlast- 
ing. Everlastinglife is unendinglife, beyond all dispute. This, I 
showed in my last speech, on Matt. 25 . .42; but the gentle- 
man found it convenient to pass it by silently, and made not 
one solitary remark upon it. I did not succeed in "bringing 
him to the point." 

He calls upon me, to tell why we should not take the pri- 
mary meaning of the word aionion. 1 was just about to ask 
h im that very question. I just open my lexicon, and mrn over 
honestly to the very word used by our Lord, and take the firsf 
and literal definition of the word, and read it out to the people. 
Now I want to know why he does riot do the same. The rea- 
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SOU is at hand. This straight forward course will notsustam 
his position. He must try to get you to take another wordt 
and if that will not do, you must not believe the lexicons, bat 
take his assertion , in opposition to them . But I spare him here, 
for he feels his nakedness. 

Tite gentleman has finally found an unanswerable argu- 
ment. Endless punishment is impossible. But where is the 
proof f Why, Mr. M . says, it is impossible. Vou need not quote 
the words of Jesus, that ''all things are possible with God,'* 
for Mr. Manford has proved by one of his infallible assertions 
that endless punishment is impossible. It cannot be, therefore, 
because it is impossible, and it is impossible therefore, because 
it cannot be ! That is the way to prove things. 

The word kolosis, translated punishment ^ means te chastise^ 
\o punish for the object of reformation, he thinks. That 
little chastisement (hat fell upon a million and a-half of 
Jews, who washed the streets of Jerusalem, with their blood. 
I suppose produced a great reformation in those upon whom 
it fell ! A sorer punishment than deatlv without mercy 
will be a chastisement that will follow some men into another 
world, for their reformation ! Grand logic this Ilniversalian 
logic I ! 

The gentleman took the trouble to tell you that 1 let the ex- 
pression, "this gcneratioii,". pass silently. That is only 
another of his blunders, in his confusion. I made a state- 
ment of the proper meaning of" this generation, and it stands 
yet, untouched by Mr. M., except his bare assertion that my 
statement was not correct. My statement was one that I 
knew every man would find correct who would look into 
a lexicon, and not consider it worth while to repeat it 
over again. I stated that the first definition of the Greek 
word genea^ translated generation^ Matt. 24 : 34, was family. 
This, Mr. M. positively denied. Well, 1 now say with my 
lexicon before my eyes, that I was correct, as any man 
can see, who will be at the trouble of looking. 

Mr. Manford now denies making God the author of sin, 
only in one sense, and accuses me of misrepresenting him. 
If 1 misrepresented him, I did it in quoting his own words , 
but the truth of the matter is, I did not misrepresent him 
at all ; as you rnay see from his last speech. In one breath 
he denies that God is the author of sin. and in the next 
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breaih declares that he is the author of sin in some sense, and 
tells that I believe the same. I deny it roundly ; I believe no 
such blasphemous nonsense. And I deny the outrageous 
notion that God is responsible for mtin's sins. He talks about 
the character of God, but what kind of a character does he 
represent the Almighty as possessing? Why God is the 
author of sin; yet he punishes man with death without 
mercy; and even a sorer punishment than death, without 
mercy for committtng sin. Yet he tells you that he is good 
and his tender mercies are over all ! As it respects endless 
punishment, he has not proved that it is an evil, and his 
asserting it over and over, eight or ten times in a speech, doss 
not prove it to be an evil. But he has acknowledged on the 
other hand, the importance of knowing it, if the doctrine be 
true,that we may escape it. How does he expect to escape it 
by Knowing it? The idea is, by beipg a good man — by 
obeying the gospel. In this, he has virtually acknowledged, 
that the belief of the doctrine of endless punishment would 
make him better, qjid tril belter, in order to escape it. And 
that is the true state of the case. The doctrine of endless 
puDishment has more power in subduing rebellious spirits, 
without any of the other high and holy considerations of the 
gospel, than all the Uniyersalism in the world. This. Mr. 
Manford felt, when he spoke of the importance of knowing 
it, if it be true. 

Mr. Manford, it appears, can see no difference between that 
man who repents — reforms his life, acknowledges his sinful- 
ness and turns to God, and that man who continues an obdu- 
rate and an impenitent sinner to the last. The effect of the 
wicked conduct of the one, he allows is going on in the 
world equal with the other. Had Paine publicly and man- 
fully confessed his error only one year before he died, it 
would have stripped his infidel book of nine-tenths of its 
power. And if Mr. Manford would give up his Universal ism, 
and do all he could the remainder of his life, to counteract his 
former teaching, as some men have done, the effect of his 
operations would be very different on the world, from what 
it will, if he pursues his course on regularly until death. 
And if he finds himself mistaken, as he certainly will, he 
will find his condition vastly different when he will stand be- 
fore God. But 1 have already given ipore attention to 
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his last speech, than I intended. Without further ceremony, 
I shall proceed to review the argument. 

1. Our proposition reads as follows: <'Do the scrip- 
tures teach that those who die in disobedience to the gospel, 
will suffer endless punishment?" This proposition I divided 
into three, though greatly to the annoyance of Mr. Manford. 
The first of these was that those who die in disobedieDce to 
the gospel, will never be saved. The second was that 
they will be punished after death. And the third was that the 
punishment will be endless. Having thus marked out my 
course, I proceed to the infallible oracles of God, beginniDg 
with Matt. 7: 13, 14, and its parallel, Luke 13: 23, 29. 
From these passages, it was shown that the very question our 
Universalian friends arc always talking about, was presented 
to our Savior, in the following word : "Lord, are theife few 
who shall be saved ?" In the place of informing those who 
asked this question, that all will be saved, the Lord proceeded 
to charge them to "strive to enter in at the strait gate," assu- 
ring them at the same time, that when once the Master of the 
house shall have arisen up and shut to the door, they should 
stand without crying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and that he 
should order them to ^depart — they should not be able lo 
enier in. 

Mr. M. contended that "the 'kingdom here," meant ihe 
church, and consequently, that some would strive to enter into 
the church, but shall not be able. I showed that this could 
not be, for the language of the Lord, relative to the church, 
is, "whosoever will, let him come," and "he that cometh to 
me, I will in nowise cast out." The next quibble Mr. 
M. made, was. that if "the kingdom" meant heaven, then, the 
wicked go to heaven, and are cast out. £ut I showed that the 
wicked were to "stand without the door, and knock," and that 
it was from that position, without the door, they were to 
be "thrust out," and that they had never been within. This 
passage, Mr. M. has tried hard to answer, but has made 
a most perfect failure. It still stands in all its force, testify- 
ing that the wicked shall stand without the door, and knock, 
c*'y"ig» Lord, Lord, open unto us, and shall strive to enter iu 
but shall not be able. I have repeatedly called upon Mr. M. to 
point out the kingdom on this earth, where persons sirived to 
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enter in, and were not able. This, he has not and he can 
not do. 

2. My second argument was drawn from several passages 
which show the conditional ity of eternal salvation. Some 
of these I will repeat. Matt. 6: 19, the Lord commands us 
to **lay up treasure in heaven." Universalism teaches, that 
all men shall have treasure in heaven, whether they lay it up 
as commanded or not. 1 Tim. 6 : 17, 19, was referred 
to for the purpose of showing that man must do good works, 
in order to secure a good foundation against the time to come 
and eternal life. But Universalism teaches that all men will 
have a good foundation against the time to come and eternal 
life, whether they do these good works or not. In Col. 3:1, 
we have a command to *' seek those things which are above, 
where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God." But if the 
doctrine of my friend be tYue, there is no force in such 
a command, for all men will have those things which are 
above, whether they seek for them or not. Rom. i: 7, 
was then referred to, as an evidence that in order that we have 
glory^ honor, immortality, ard eternal life, we must seek 
for them. In order to escape the force of this passage, Mr. M. 
contended that "glory, and honor, and immortality, and eter- 
nal life," are in this world. In order to do this, he took the 
position that the word translated immortality, is not the word 
thus translated in other places. This, we admitted ; but 
we showed that it is the very wcfrdthat is translated incorrup- 
tibility, some four times in 1 Co)*. 15, and if he brings the im- 
mortality of Rom. 2, into this world, he also, must bring the 
incorrupiion of 1 Cor. 15, into this world. * 

Just so certain, then, as the *' glory, honor, immortality 
and eternal life," Rom. 2: 7, is in the future world, Uni- 
versalism is gone. No argument from any other part of the 
Bible can save it. And if you put that which is indicated 
by each of these terms in this life, 1 should like to know 
what terms refer to the future state ! I quoted the words : 
*' He that overcomettl shall be clothed in while raii\jcnt ; 
and I will not blot out his name out of the book of lif**, but 
J will confess his name before my Ftither, and before his 
angels." Rev. 3 : 5. In connection >viih this, I quoted 
the words : " To him that overcometh, will I grant to sit 
with me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and can sit 
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down with my Father in his throne." Rev. 3 : 21. This 
language implies conditions as strongly as any language can, 
and asserts, to him who can and will appreciate the force of 
languvgc, that he who does not overcome, shall not be 
clothed in white raiment, and his name shall be blotted out 
of the book of lite, and I will not confess his name before 
my Father and his angels, and he shall not sit down wiih 
me in my throne. This passage, Mr. M. has not set aside 
and he cannot. It was further shown, that the- Lord says, 
** He that believcth not the Son shall not see life; but the 
wrath of Godabideth on him.'* John 3: 36. This passage 
being true, my first position is sustained beyond the possibil- 
ily of a doubt. I called your attention to Ifeb. 2: 2, 3, tu 
show that there is no escape from the punishment threat- 
ened in the gospel. From Heb. 3: 11, it was shown that 
God swore in his wrath that the Israelites should not enter 
into his rest, in the earthly Canaan; and at verse 1, chapter 
4, the apostle commands christians to '^ fear lest a promise 
being left us of entering into his rest, any of us should seem 
to come short of it." This rest remaining for the people of 
God, is that shadowed forth, by the entrance into the earthly 
Canaan, and from the expression of the apostle it is clear 
that a inati may come short of it, or fail to enter into that 
rest. The words of Paul were ftiriher quoted and relied 
upon, Heb. 6 : 4, 6, " For it is impossible for those who 
were once enlightened, and have tasted the heavenly gift, 
and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost, and have tasted 
the good word of God, and the powers of the world to come, 
if they shall fall away, to renew them again unto repent- 
ance ; seeing they crucify to themselves the 'Son of God 
afresh, and put him to an open shame." On this very clear 
and explicit statement of the apostle,- he comments as fol- 
lows : ** For the earth that drinketh in the rain that cometh 
oft upon it, and bringcih forth herbs meet for them by whom 
it is dressed, receiveih blessing from God ; but that which 
beanjtli thorns and briars, is rejected ; whose end is to be 
burned." This passage received no attention from Mr. M., 
for the very good reason that he knows that when God de- 
clares a tiling to be inipossiblo, it is no use to contend against 
it. But I quoted the apostle further, Heb. 1 1 : 26, 27, where 
he says, " II we sin wilfully after we have received the 
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knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice 
for sin, but a certain fearful looking for of judgment, and 
fiery indignation which shall devour the adversaries/* On 
this, it was shown, the apostle gives his own comment, as 
follows : •• He that despised Moses' law, died without mercy 
under two or three witnesses : of how much sorer punish- 
ment, suppose ye, shall he be thought worthy, who hath 
trodden under foot the Son of God, and hath counted the 
blood of the covenant wherewith he was sanctified, an un- 
holy thing, and hath done despite unto the spirit of grace ? '' 
This passage has received no attention from the gentleman, 
except his assertion that there can be a sorer punishment 
than death without mercy in this life. Ileb. 12 : 14, 17 was 
quoted to show that we may fail of the grace of God, which 
passage my friend has not attempted to harmonize with his 
theory. Jude 12 ; 3 was quoted to show that some men are 
compared to trees twice dfead and plucked up by the roots. 
But this, too, has been passed in silence by Mr. M. To 
conclude this branch of the evidence, Rev. 22 : 13, 19 was 
quoted to show that by ceriuin wicked conduct, a man's part 
may bu taken out of the book of life and out of the things 
written in it, and the plagues written in that book may be 
added to him. 

Now I ask again, as J did once before on this point, in the 
name of alt reason, in view of the candor and faithfulness 
as well as the inflexibility of the Almighty, is it possible for 
any man to be sa^^ed, who has refused to " lay up treasure in 
heaven " — refused to •* seek those things which are above, " 
would not ** follow peace with all men and holiness, without 
which nojfnan shall see the Lord " — failed to "lay up a good 
foundation against the time to come, that he may lay hold 
on eternal life " — positively refused to " fear lest a promise 
being left us of entering into his rest, any of you should 
seem to come short of it" — who would not strive to over- 
come as Jesus ov(?rcame, and thus sit down with him in his 
Father's throne — the tiian whom " it Is impossible to renew 
again," and who has " failed of the grace of God — whose 
end is to be burned " — for ** whom there remaineth no more 
sacrifice for sin " — ** in whom God willjiave no pleasure " — 
a "raging wave of the sea foaming out his own shame; 
twice dead and plucked up by the roots, for whom is re- 
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.vrvpci ihe blHckncss of darkness forever" — for ** whom 
nolliing remains but a certain fearful looking for of judgmeni 
and fiury indignation which shall devour the adversaries' — 
whose ** part is taken out of the book of life, and out of the 
holy city, and out of the things written in the book of life," 
who shall suficr a " sorer punishment than death without 
mercy " — for whom there is no " repentance, though sought 
with tears," and who shall stand without and knock at the 
door, after the master shall have risen up and shjut it to, and 
cry, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and to whom the Lord will 
say, ** depart, ye workers of iniqiiity, I never knew you "— 
1 .say, is it possible that such can ever be saved? If so, 
I hen human speech is incapable of expressing any thing but 
salvation ; for such language is just as far from salvation as 
ii can be. 

^, 1 cjuoted several passages in the second place to show 
eeriainly that God- will punish man after death. As these 
were (jUDted on the first proposition, and as my time is run- 
ning near to a close, 1 shall simply refer to them. 2 Tim. 
4:1, speaks "of the judgtnem ©f the dead. Acts 10 : 42, de- 
clares the same. The rich man and Lazarus were referred 
to for the samo purpose. Rev. 21 : "8, >vas adduced on the 
same point, in con^jection with Rev. 20: 12. Some other 
passages were also quoted touching this point, all of which 
stand in full force, not being the least impaired by any thing 
said by Mr. M. ' 

Now, if the most clear and explicit language of the book 
of God can establish any proposition that iesus Christ *'shall 
judge tho quick and dead" — that ** Christ was ordained of 
God to be the judge of quick and dead " — that " it is appointed 
unto men once to die, and after this the judgmerit " — that a 
*' man died and was buried ; and in hell he lifted up his eyes, 
being in torments" — that it is a ** doctrine of lies, and 
strengthens the hands of the wicked, that he should not re- 
turn from his wicked way to promise him life" — that " the 
fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominabl^e,and murderers, 
and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idolaters, and all liars, 
shall have their part in the lake that burns with fire and 
brimstone; which is the second death," — that the dead, 
small and groat, shall stand bofore God, * * * and be judged 
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judged out of those things written in the books, according 
to their works." 

3. On the duration of punishment, I quoted Matt. 25 : 46. 
" These shall go away into everlasting punishment : but the 
righteous into life eternal." On this point, I showed that 
the same Greek word, aioni^Tw, which expresses the duration 
of punishment, also expresses duration of life, and that the 
life and punishment both belong to the same state. This 
Mr. M. admitted. I then proceeded to give a definition of 
the Greek word ai(witon, which was found to be "unlimited as 
to duration.,, This Mr. M. has attempted to me^ in njo way 
only to escape to aion in the place of-aieiiion.. But for this he' 
has given no good reason. His course has been to ^sert^ 
that the two words mean the same, but fof thjs assertion W 
has given no reason but his own bare assertion that theadjec* 
tive can have no other meaning than the noun ; but ihis is prqr^ 
ved false by the lexicons, which give different meanings to thes6 
words. But Greek lexicons are no authority corripared with 
his bare assertion! But 1 relied ftot alone on the lexicons, but 
referred to Heb. 7: 16, 17, wher6 Paul justifies himself for 
saying Christ was made a priest "after the power *ef an endless 
life," by quoting tile words of David — ^"Thou art a priest for j 
ever." In this passage he makes the words "endless" and 
"forever" the same in meaning. But here Mr. M. thought he 
saw where I had done the same in substance as he had done 
in going to another word, because the Greek word in this pas- 
sage is aiona and not aionion, but if he will look into his lex- 
icon he will see that aiona is defined with aionion, and conse- 
quently the definition is just the same, but he goes to another 
word with another definition. I am aware that it is hard to 
rob him of this his only attempt to escape, but truth requres 
that it should be done. 1 also have referred to 2 Cor. 4: 6, to 
show that Paul defines the things which are seen, temporal, and 
the things which are not seen, eternal. Then I contend that 
those temporal punishments that Mr. M. speaks of are not the 
punishments the Savior speaks of in my proof-text, for it is eter- 
nal punishment, and not temporal This he has not deigned to 
notice, but has filled up his time, in telling you that I have 
only offered one proof-text. As I before observed, he has taken 
the'position that the "eternal life" in Mat. 25: 46, is cotempo- 
rary with the "everlasting punishment," and that both are 
23 
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in this world, but he dare not say that eternal life wUi ever I ^^ 
end, or that it is not endless. I have showed that the same I ^ 
word, in the lips of the same speaker, in the same sentence, 
is used to express the duration both of the life and pum^* 
ment. This word must be used in the same in both places 
in this sentence beyond all dispute, and that it expresses the 
duration of the life, and that that life is endless, cannot be de- 
nied by any man living. Just so certain then as the dun- 
tion of the life mentioned in this passage is endless, the pun- 
ishment is endless. The very same word, then, that expresses 
the duration of the life of the righteous also expresses the 
duration of the punishment.of the wicked. Indeed the same 
word is used to express the duration of the existence of God, 
and that it does not mean endless here no man who has any 
regard for truth can affirm. The effort that Mr. M. attempted 
to make by showing that the same word is used sometimes in 
a limited sense, can be made^ relative to any word in human 
speech) The word endless is used in ihe scripture in 
a limited sense, but who would attempt to get its proper 
meaning from such a use? 

i then referred to the use of the words forever and ever, as 
found in Rev. In doing this, I showed that these words ex- 
press the duration of the life of God, the life of Christ, and 
the praises of God with the reign of Christ. The only effort 
Mr. M. made hore was to try to show that the reign ot Christ 
would come to an end, and consequently that the word could 
not mean endless. But beyond all dispute, when it is applied 
to the duration of the life of God, it means endless. Still 
further, 1 showed from Isa. : 7, that ** of the increase of 
his government there shall be no end,^^ and ihe reason as- 
signed for this statement just below, is that he shall sit upon 
the ** throne of David for^ver.^^ To this I will just add the 
words of Daniel, Dan. 7: 14; "His dominion is an ever- 
lasting dominion, whicb shall not pass away, and his king- 
dom that which shall not be destroyed." If this is to be re- 
lied on, there is an end to the gentleman's quibble. The 
same words then, in the same book, from the pen of the 
same man in reference to the same state, that the Spirit of 
God used to express the duration of the life of God, are used 
to express the duration of the punishment of the wicked. I 
ask again, then, by what rvilc does any man admit those 
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words to mean unlimited duration in ten places in the same 
book, in reference to the same state, used by the same man, 
and then deny that it has the same meaning in the three 
places where it applies to punishment ? Certainly by no 
rule or law of langaage whatever, only a determination to 
have the discussion in a certain way. 

That the soul and body of man may be destroyed in hell 
after death, where the worm dieth not and the fire is not 
quenched, where he will suffer eternal punishment, and be 
tormented forever and ever, is just as certain as that the Bible 
is a revelation from God, Whoever shall be the miserable 
victims of this fierce vengeance of God, most cdrtainly will 
be without any thing to ground a hope of escape upon. I ask, 
then, what language the Almighty could have used to express 
the duration of the punishment of the wicke^ that would . 
have been more forcible than that to which I'iave referred! 
I do not know any way that endless punishment could Hiave 
been expressed more clearly, than it is expressed in tls^ -Eible. 

Beloved neighbors, you have now heard us present what- 
we have to say on this great question. . You have heard Mr. * 
M . acknowledge the superiority of the importance of know- 
ing it, if I am right, and you have heard him admit how 
mucli le*ss jhe importance of knowing it, if he is righti The 
reason why he admits it to be so impoi'tant to know it, if I 
am right, is that we may obey the gospel and thus escape 
punishment; and on tha other hand, the reason why it is of 
so little importance to know it, if he is right, is that ifwill 
not make any one any better if he does know it. 

You have seen the close places Mr. M. has been in, in this 
discussion ; and that in manv instances he would not ac- 
knowledge' that be believed plain passages of scripture. In- 
deed, he could not, without giving up his theory. You must 
ncfw decide for yourselves, and- my prayer is, that you may 
decide in such a way as you will J)e satisfied in life, in death, 
and in the ntorning of the resuireciion. 

The subjects we have discussed, have been before me 
some twelve years, and I know that I have looked at them 
with candor ; and look upon it as my duty, now that *ve are ^ 
about to close the debate, to assure you that I am happy in 
thus having made this effort in defence of truth and right- 
eousness ; and, although I have received the most insulting 
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language, 1 have tried to keep in the gpirit of my masier, 
and not return railing for railing. 

Gentlemen, moderators, you have my most grateful ihaab 
for the jrespectful and dignified manner you have presided in 
ihis discussion. And you, my fellow-citizens, have my most 
sincere thanks for your patient attention. 

My prayer to the giver of all good is, that this discussioa 
may be the means, under God, of enlightening mankind and 
promoting righteousness in the earth. To the great name of^ 
God, through Jesus Christ, be the honor and power everlast- 
ing. Amen. 



MR. MANFORD^S CLOSING REPLY. 



Ladies and Gentlemen : 

The gentleman tells us that he has introduced more than 
one proof-text. I again tell him, what every one in the con- 
gregation knows to be correct, that he has produced only on( 
proof -text on ihe proposition before us to-day, and that is 
Matt. 25: 46. That is the only passage he has cited that re- 
lates to the duration of punishment, thff subject of our present 
discussion. The other texts he has read say nothing about 
the duration of punishment, and therefore are not proof-texts. 
If his views of them all are correct, they would not come 
within a thousand miles of proving that any of mankind will 
suffer endless misery. It is perfect folly, then, to call them 
proof -texts. Every one knows that they are not. He prom- 
ised in the beginning to do the very best he could for his 
cause; and he thought he could do it ample justi^, as he has 
studied it faithfully twelve years. His ardent and laborioa* 
studies by day and by night, for twelve long years, accora- j 
panied by the laudable aspiration to do something great, hw 
• armed him, he thinks, with one evidence that the God of h '^ 
ven will torment a ponVoxvo^Yvvso'wxv o%^Sxv^,'w\iKQut m 
emd without end\ WViVvoui Olon^qv ^^' oevi^^xcv'JbxvV';^.^ 
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the best he couUl; and if he could have mustered one more 
proof of his darHng theme, he would gladly have done so. 
You most not, therefore, blame this advocate of endless wo, 
for not doing better. But as the good Book is so barren of 
this principal item of Partialism, 1 hope the gentleman here- 
after will think and preach less of the devil and his kingdom , 
and more of Christ and his kingdom. The Bible is full of 
Christ ai)d of heaven, but, according to Mr. Franklin, the 
eternal kingdom of darkness, as the doom of men, is only 
once spoken of 

But the gentleman is more successful than St. Paul was, an 
Apostle of Christ. He studied the Gospel some thirty yedivs^ 
and it is a fact, that he never spoke of hell but once^ and then 
declared that it should be destroyed. If any one doubts this, 
let him* read the Apostle's sermons and epistles, and he will 
be cortvinced that 1 speak the truth. Still ^he affirms that he 
had '*?io/ shunned to declare all the counsel of God^ Acts 
20: 27. Perhaps Mr. F., when he shall have studied the 
Revelation of God as long and as faithfully as St. Paul did, 
he vnW have learned that the doctrine of endless torn^ents 
compose no part of God's counsel. 

"A lUih learning is a dangerous thing; 
Drink deep^ or t^ste not the Pierean spring.' ' 

But 1 have already shown that my friend's sole proof-text 
falls far short of sustaining his proposition. Testimony on 
testimony has been presented, proving beyond the shadow of 
a doubt, that the \\oy& everlasting does not signify endless 
duration; and you all kftow how weak and contemptible have 
been his quibbles; for it would be a prostitution of language 
and common sense, to call his insipid talk on that subject 
arguments. The course he has pursued on this subject i« 
worthy only of his creed. \ , 

H« says, with effrontery truly astonishing, that I have 
*/triedrto escape discussion on the meaning of the Greek word 
aionion,^^ rendered everlasting. He -knows, as well as .he 
knows I a1nri now speaking, that there^ is not one word of truth 
in that renmrk. I have proved, over and over, that the term 
everlasting does not mean* endless duration. I proved this 
fro)n* Wa«s,.3facknight/and othexs. \xv vs\^ \%»v %^^'^V 
' ' ^ 23* 
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citod many pas»sages from the Bible, demoiistratiug that the 
word signifies limited duration of lime. • Trying to escape! 
Does the man think you are all dumb ? The gentleman says 
that lexicons define aion and aionion differently ; but in that 
ho is mucli mistaken. 1 will give the primary signification 
that several lexicons give those words : 

D(>NNE(iAN. — Aion — time. Aionion — ^long duration. 

PicKKRiNG. — Aion — an ago. Aionion — long duratioh. 

ScHREVKLi.N.s. — Aiou — an age. Aiuiiion — long duraiion. 

11 INKS. — Aion — a period of time. Aionion — lasting. 

(tiLis. — Aion — time. Aionion — lasting. 

LijTz. — Aion — an age. Aionioji — durable. 

There, all these authors define those terms exactly alike. 
Their definilion.s vary only in words, not in meaning ; and 
not one of them gives endless duration as the proper nieau- 
ing of either of those terms. 

He reiterates his stupid assertion, that a noun and the ad- 
jective derived from it, are two diflTerent words ! If he would 
give the science of grammar a little attention, he would be 
heanily ashamed of that assertion. Every one who makes 
any just prentension to letters knows that an adjective is only 
a modification of a noun ; the same used in another form. I 
sometimes think my ears deceive me when I understand him 
to assert that adjectives are not derived from nouns. Every 
school-boy and school-girl knows better than that. 1 can see 
some of them nodding assent to what I say. Dr. Franklin, 
you had better leave this pulpit, set at their feet, and learn 
of them. Open any grammar, and you will find it written, 
that **Adjectives are derived from nouns.'* As they are tle- 
rived from nouns, they, of course, get all their meaning from 
the nouns whence derived. For your own credit deny tin's 
no longer. 

It does seem to me that there can be no longer any doubt 
concerning the primary meaning of the word everlasting, 
with those whose minds are influenced by testimony, for that 
is all on one side — all proves that that word properly signifies 
limited duration, not endless. 

He admits that the word everlasting is **frequeutly used in a 
limited sense." How does he know it is not used in that sens© 
in the passage before us — "these shall go away into everlast- 
ng punishment.'* I have proved that to be its signification 
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- in that text, from a variety of testimony, most of which he has 
-paid no attention to. But he thinks because the Bible speaks of 
_ the ^••everlasting Father," everlasting sometimes signifies end- 
less duration. If it does bear that meaning in such con- 
nection, it does not follow that it means endless when applied 
to punishment. But I do not rely on that ambiguous term 
to prove the endless existence of God, but on expressions that 
admit of no limitation. For example — Paul says: *'And 
changed the glory of the incorruptible God into an image 
, made lilie io corruptible men, and to beasts and to birds, and 
creeping things." Rom. 1: 29. Here the nature of God is 
contrasted with the nature of earthly beings. They are cor- 
ruptible, but he is incorruptible. "Of old thou has laid the 
foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the work of thy 
hands. They shall perish, but thou shalt endure: Yea, all 
of them shall wax old like a garment ; as a vesture shalt thou 
change them, and they shall change : but thou art the same, 
and thy years shall have no end." Ps. 102: 27. Here the 
existence and character of the heavens and earth are con- 
trasted with those of the Almighty. They shall "change" and 
"wax old," "but thou art the same ; "they shall perish, but 
thou shalt endure;" "thy years shall have no end." By sucJi 
language do the scriptures teach the unchangability and end- 
less existence of God. But the Bible no where says that the 
sufferings of men will have no end, but it does say- that the 
"wickedness of the wicked shall come to an end," and con- 
sequently their sufferings also will end. Neither should we 
rely on the term in question to prove the endless existence of 
the soul. 

The bible employs other terms to teach that truth. ^*Ai\ 
inheritance incorruptible and undefiled, and that fadetb not 
away, reserved in heaven for you." 1 Peter 1: 4. But no 
where do the sacred writers assert that the life of the damned 
• in hell will be incorruptible, and that their miseries will not 
fade away. These terms, applied to the existence of God and 
to the life of the soul, admit of no limitation. But this can- 
not be said of the word everlasting, and therefore it being 
appKed to beings that are endless in their nature, is no evi- 
lence at all that the word means endless. Mr. Franklin 
ought to be logician enough to know this. 

In regard to **«verlasting life," I have proved, I think to the 
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satisfaciion of all present, that iiis the life of the gospel 
kingdom, of the gospel age, aiid is consequntly enjoyed on 
earth. Jesus says, "he that believeth on me hath everlasting 
life." On the other hand the punishment spoken of in Matt. 
25: 46, is the terrible tribulation and fiery indignation that 
heaven has awarded to the house of Israel. They have suf- 
fered those judgments many ages, but we are assured that 
'•When the fulness of the Gentiles shall have come in all Israel 
shall be saved." Then the punishment will pnd. 

Yes, endless punishment is impossible. God cannot in- 
flict it, for he is Love. It is said to be impossible for God to 
lie, because he is a God of truth ; so it is impossible for him 
to torment a portion of his own offspring without mercy and 
without end, because he is a God of Love. A devil mijrhulo 
SO, but the Creator of the universe cannot. 

He tells us what he has said to-day about "this generation" 
in Matthew 24. Now, be it known, that there has nothing 
been said to-day on that subject. Day before yesterday, 
when we were discussing the first proposition, thaj phrase wa^i 
under consideration, and he was driven from every position 
he took on it by the force of testimony. He feels sore about 
ihe way he was " used up," and 1 refer you to what was 
said on that subject then as a sufficient refutation of his last 
assertion. ^ 

All his trash about mv contending that God is the author 
of sin I have stopped to consider once or twice, and shall 
spend no more time onrthat subject. His creed makes God 
the author of endless sinning and endless suffering. Ac- 
cording to it, God made the prison of damnation he contends 
for, created its devils and sustains their lives, and will plunge 
Into that den of every abomination a large part of mankind, 
where they must sin and suffer endlessly ? He *will not per- 
mit the devils or the damned souls to cease sinning and learn 
to do well ; but they must sin and suffer as long as God^s 
throne shall stand! If this is not blasphemy, what is it? 
And if any characters deserve all the hojrrors of such a hell 
it is those who thus slander the God of Heaven. May God 
forgive Mr. Franklin for thus falsely charging him ! Father, 
forgive him, for he knows not what he does ! To cap the 
chmax of absurdities, V\e.\\^sx\v^\>o\^xv^^%\a ^^.y that endur- 
ing, endless punis\\meivi\vov)\^ tiox\i^^Tv fe\^\ ^^^^\sfev^^\^^\ 
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What can be an evil, then? If endless sinning, endless weep- 
ing, and endless suffering would not be an eviU what is or 
can be an evil ? He is the first man that ever I heard say 
that endless punishment would not be an evil. He must be 
insane! ^ 

"Endless wo has a good tendency!" What an absurdity! 
I never thought or admitted such a falsity. A belief iA tfiat 
tjruel dogma has caused more sin and suffering than all other 
causes combined. It is the parent of countless abominations, 
being an infinite abomination itself 

"Had I a hundred mouthsi a hundred tongues, 
A voice of brasf, and adamantine lungs ; 
Not half its frightful scenes could I disclose, 
Repoat its crimes, or count its dreadful w^oes." 

It is bwlt on the worst of passions — selfishness, retaliation, 
cruelty, revenge ; and it fosters those evil passions, and a 
great many more, in the human heart. When the sun covers 
the earth with a mantle of darkness ; when ice scalds and 
fire freezes ; when copious showers parch the ground, then 
may the doctrine of endless sin and damnation produce love 
and virtue. If it is true of course we should knoy it, and 
for the same reason that w» should know that a serpent lays 
in our path, or that there are murderers in our house. ■ If 
JJniversalism is true, we should know it, fo» the same reason 
that we should know that dear friends are jClive, when we sup- 
posed they were dead, or that a prodigal has returned, when 
we supposed he was past redemption ; or that great blessings 
are in store for us here, when»we thought that tears and sor- 
row were our only doom: 

Mr. Franklin informed us that part of his first proof-text 
was, '* Are there few that shall be saved ?" and he told us 
thai he got this from the " infallible oracles of God.*' I will 
inform the gentleman that that passage is taken from,the fal- 
lible oracles of Partialism — from the same^^yolume' where 
the following scraps may be found : " If you die in your 
sins, where God. and his Christ are you cannot come. God 
out of Ch/ist is a consuming fire. As the tree falls so it 
shall lie. No self-murderer shall enter the kingdom of God. 
As death leaves us, so judgment finds us. There is no 
change after death. Total depravity, triune God, trinity, 
-original sin, endless hell, eternal hell, endless suffering, uii- 
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fmrdonable sin, endless punishment, endless misery, endless 
deaih, eternal deaih, death that never dies.'* 

The question in the Bible is, '' Are there few tliat ht 
saved ? " not ** shall be ; *' and we all know that according 
to the scriptures, christians enjoy a present salvation, —are 
now saved. ** By grace ye are saved," ** To us who art 
Baved.", and similar expressions, abound in the Bibi^i But 
Mr. P. can think of nothing fcut a salvation from an endless 
hell, an angry God, and the clutches of an almighty devil. 
Well, let us see how he got along with the balance of his 
first proof-text. He done wonders according to his account; 
and well he might after such a hopeful beginning. He told 
us that the ** kingdom " out of which some would be thrust 
was heaven ; 1 replied, that if he was correct, the wided 
Jews — ^the persecuters and murderers of Christy would go to 
heaven in all their sins, and after remaining there awt^le, 
would be cast out ; for Jesus says, " TherQ shall be weeping 
and ffnashing of teeth, when ye (the wicked Jews) shall see 
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets, in th^ 
kingdom of God, and ye yourselves thrust ouU^^ - Luke.l5: 
28. tisten, O earth, and hear his reply. ** They would 
stand outside the door and -from that position be thrust out of 
the kingdom !!! " Was not that a bright id^a ! But how in 
the world could the Jews be thrust out of the kingdom if 
they were never in it ? I took the ground, as every reasona- 
ble person must, that the kingdom was not heaven, but that 
kingdom of which the Bible so Irequently speaks, that is 
erected in>he earth. The Jew*s were once in that kingdom, 
but it was taken from them and given to the Gentiles, and 
the door is now shut to the ancient people of God. Mr. F. 
flatly contradicts the Bible, for he says the kingdom wa^ 
never taken from the Jews, and that they can all now enter 
it ! The Bible teaches exactly the reverse. 

He says he quoted several passages that speak of the con- 
ditions on which heaven is to be obtained, I showed that 
not one of them refers to the future staie^ but to the privi- 
leges and blessings of the gospel kingdom. He even con- 
tended, according to his last speech, that immortal life i' 
•conditional ! He cited these words, " Seek for glory, honor, 
immortality,^^ Rom.*. Wci co\^^civv^^i^SL 'Oascw ^\%. x^^x^ v(i 
the future state, and \\a«l\ t\o o«ft covM >o^ Xw^vwixv^ ^^x'^ 
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without seeking for it here ! This is his faith according to 
his last speech : The soul of no one is naturally immortal, 
and no one will ever be immortal without first seeking fdr it. 
Consequently, all who do not seek for immortality will con- 
tinue mortal, and therefore will not suffer endlessly. If the 
gentleman believes "vvhat he said on that subject, he is a dis- 
belierer in endless 'punishment. He contends that all who 
seek for immortality will be saved, and none others, and' 
hence it follows from his premises, that the balance of man 
kind, including infants, idiots, pagans, all the wicked, who do 
*^9t seek for \t will not be immortal but mortal, and conse- 
quently will not live endlessly in heaven or hell, but be anni- 
hilated. I charge Mr. Framklin with believing in the doctrine 
of annikiiation. perhaps he believed in endless punishment ^ 
when this discussion commenced ; but he has now renounced 
it i^id advocates the annihilation of part of mankind. He is 
progresjslng, fojf it would be far better to annihilate those thut 
cannot be saved, than to torment them without relief and 
v?ithoiHend. I. hope Mr. Franklin will grow in grace* xiW 
he come to -a knowledge of the whole truth. 

In regard to the word inmiort^ity, I have showed that the 
original is several times translated sincerity ; and that it 
Jjears ,that signification in this passage ; but he was careful 
not to notice this in his recapitulation. If he had done so, it 
would have saved many words ; but then it would have upset 
all Tie wanted to say. 

In Mr. F.'s last speech, we had a first rate specimen of 
Fcrap preaching. He reminded me of the gentleman who 
tried to prove from the Bible that it was right to commit self- 
niurdei*. Said he, " It is said that Judas went and hanged 
himself; and in another place it is written, * Go thou and do 
likewise ' — therefore, we are commanded to kill ourselves." 
These quotations just *s clearly prove that self-murder is a 
, divine command, as do those half sentences from the Bible 
that Mr. Franklin put -together, from all parts of the 
scriptures, prove the endless damnation of half of man- 
kind. If I may be allo^ved the liberty he takes with 
the Bible, I can proVe it is right to commit every abomination 
ever thought of; hut this is noll\\e way \.o t^^^ ot \«A^x^N»sx^ 
that blessed volume, and those who laikft svi^\^«tfVNK& ^>:$sv 
tt, shame fully abuse it. 1 repeat, T\o\ owe^ oK ^li's.^ ^^^^^'^ 
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he half quotes, relate, in any way whatever, to the proposi- 
tion before us. 

His boasdng of \^at he he has donie, reminds me of a 
' certain phrenological lecturer. He said, " There are but 
>hree truly great men in the United States. One of them is 
DanieV Webster of Boston ;' the sacond is Henry Clay of Ken- 
lucky, and foodesty forbids that I n^enticyi the third." So 
Mr. F. don't like to tell us in so many words that he is a 
great jnan^ but he certainly is an astonishing genius if he 
did half that he boasted of having accomplished. 

He told us .whl^ he had done with Matt. §5, 46*; but he 
forgot to add that he totally faili=^ to show that that passage 
sustains his proposition, and that that was his pnly proof-text. 
He says, I *' attempted to meet him in nd way to escape to 
Qion in the place of aionios," There is not only no sense 
or syntax in this sentence, but the idea intended is false in 
every particular. He can have no regard for a truthful rep- 
utation, so it seems to me, or he would not have made that 
fialse assertion. Every one of you know that I proved, 

1 . That aionion signifies limited duration ; because it is 
. derived from a noun bearing that meaning. 

2. Because many lexicons give ix that definition. 

3. Because several orthodox writers so define it. 

4. Because that is its common meaning in the Bible. 
1 dwelt on each of these evidences, and yet Mr. Franklin 

says I said nothing about that word, but escaped to another! 
He will wish that sentence had never dropped from his lips. 
But he went to nion a to get the meaning of aionion^ and hence 
did exactly what he condemned me for doing ! He says 
they are both one word, but np more so than aion and aionion 
are, as he would not deny if he knew more about language. 
As he has shnply repeated his old assertion about forever in 
Heb. 7, without replying to what I have said, I refer you 
to my remarks on that subject. If he could have replied he 
lindoubtedly would have done so. 

All his reasoning in favor of everlasting, meaning endless 

duration, in Math. 25, 1 wjU apply to the leviticaJ priesthood, 

/or that is caWed atv e\^t\^s»\.v[v^ ^nesihood, and prove just m 

clearly, thai it is in foxe^ tvo^ , ^^^ ^'^ X^^ Vi ^ ^v^bw^v^ ^ 

he has proved tY\a\.puma\v«\^xv\.'w*^>i^^xv^^«a.'&. \^^^s^ 

his words with \\ve liec^ss^^x^ ^\\^'v^^AQ^cv v^ ^xix\ '^^^>^^^ 
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The pfiesthood is thus spoken of ip Ebcod.; 40^ 16. " Poir 

^his anointing shall surely be aii everlasting priesthood^" 

**' Here the Almighty affimns that the Ue^ticalpfioftthood should 

he aa* everlasting priesthood, and everlasting is ts^ken froR) 

' the. same ^rtginal word that eternal ia^ in, Matthew' 25,46, 

. where Jesus says some should have " eternal life." Now it 

follows that if everlasting, when applied to ths^t priesthood, 

meanflb,limi1;ed duration; it must hear the ver}& same ^ignifica* 

tion "vllipQF applied to life in Math. 25. The same word is 

^ use to express the duraUon of the' priesthood and the life. 

This \vbrd«tnust b^ use in the same sens^ m both places, be* v 

- yond all dispute ; and^at it expresses me duration of the 
life, and that'tl^^t lifii is ,e^Ie9^^ cannot oe clei^ted by any 

^- Uvingman. Just so certain then, a^ the duftitioiuof the life 
in Ma,tt. is endless, the priesthood is also endless. The very 
same word, then, thsil expresses the duration of the life, also 
^ expresses the duration of the priesthood. Indeed the same 
4 word is used to express the duration of the existance of God, 
and that it does.not mean endless here, no man who has' any 
regard fdf truth will affirm. - r 

**Th^'bflfept that Mr. Maiiford attempts to make by shoMfing , 
that the sanf^e word is uspd sometimes in a limited sense, can 
be made relative to any word in human speech. The word 
endless is lised in the Scriptures in a limited sense ; but who 
would attempt to get its proper meaning from such a use 1 — 
To show that everlasting means endless when aj^plied te the 
old priesthood, I referred to the use of the words forever and 
ever, as ..found in Revelations. In doing this I showed that "^ 
those words express the duration of the life^of God> the life 
of Christ, and the reign of Christ. The only effort Mr. . M. 
made here wsk»to* try to show that the reign o£ Christ would 
come to an endt and consequently that forever and everlast*, 
ing do not mean endless, and (herefore, that the Mosaic priest- 
hood shdUld come to an end, although God affirmed, it was 
everlasting. I will just add the words of Daniel, Dan. 7:14. 

N **HiB dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not 
^ pass away, tind his kingdom that shall not be destroyed." If 
this is to be relied on, there is an end to the gentleman's quib- 
ble. The same Word^ then, in \he aame^\iOcJ«.,'^\5X^^ ^^ga\j* 

^ of God used to express the daraiion o? ^e c}v!SL\Jt«»'^^^^^>^\^ 

also used to express the durallon ot VYi^ "^vfe ^'^ ^^^-^ ^^ 

«4 
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therefore if the prieathood will eod th« existence of God will 
also end ! I dety mortal man to avoid the conclusion. I ask 
by what rule does any m&n admit that a word in one place 
means unlimited duration, and i|i the other* limited duration] 
Certainly by no rule or law of language whate^er^ but it is 
only a determination to have the decision in a certain way. 
All who deny that the Mosaic priesthood is abolished disbe- 
lieve the Bible, the plain declaration of the Almighty, and 
are infidels at heart, for he has informed us in the mo^ pos- 
itive terms that it should be an everlasting pbi^sthood; and 
God does not say one thing ^nd mean anqther. I hope Mr. 
Manford will repeni of his sins, no Ipnger charge God with 
deception, and spend the balance of his* day^ in counteract- 
ing his former teaching, «s some men have done before him. 
'But if he should be obstinate and persist in his wicked course 
till death, he will surely find at the judgment seat that he 
was greatly niistaken, that everlasting mean endless when 
applied to the priesthood of Aaron as well as when applied to 
the life in Matt. iSJ.^ There, I appeal to every one if Mr. 
Franklin's rea-soning in favor of everlasting means endless 
duration when applied tp punishment, does not apply 
with equal force to that word when applied tojthe old priest- 
hood. They are the same words in both places. If Mr. F. 
is right concerning everlasting, Christ was an impostor ^.ht' 
cause .he professed to abolish the everlasting priesthood of 
Aaron, which he did. not do, if everUsting signifies endless 
duration. I can prove that Jonafc i^ now in the whale, that 
the hill^ And mountains will stand endlessly, that the Jewish 
temple is now standing on Mount Zion, that the servant 
win serve his master through all time and eternity, that the 
Jews are now in Judea and will remain there to all eternity, 
that the Jewish passover should be observed now and hence- 
forth through all coajing time, by the very same process of 
reasoning that Mr. Franklin hes tried to prove that punish- 
ment will be endless. But everlasting, he admits, means 
limited duration when applied to the priesthood, templet, hills; 
6z;c. ; - and so do I ; and I also contend it meansi* the same 
when applied to p\iiiisVvmeti\.\ axv^ Mt: Franklin ^would do- 
the same did not his creed m\w^\e,V\\.^ 

A few words and 1 m\\c\os^. T\x^x^ ^x^^^m^ ^;^^^v^^^ 
Unite differences between t\ve ^^\V\v o^m^j ^xv^xv^ ^tv^ ^^'^ 
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of which I am an humble q^vocate. T^ oiie is contrary to 
the hetter. feelings of our nature, and seems to the reasoning 
laiind an infinite absurdity. «The other fulfils the most en- 
larged desires of the purest and most benevolent souls, and 
fAUy reconciles all the ways of God to man ; removing all 
doubfe which the present existence of evil may have thrown 
around the goodness of Gdd. The one engenders siipersti- ♦ 
tion, bigotry; and intolerance, and fills the mind with gloomy 
douqtd; sad forebodings, and destructive fears. The other 
has no affinity with super^itition and cannot exist with it./ It 
teaches that all men are brethren, and that all have 9 c«ny 
mon Father ; hence, it is entirely opposed to everything, like '• 
bigotry or intolerance ; it dispels all doubts, J^ids^all our fore- 
bodings cease, and effectually destroys every toi^fnentingffear. 
The one has had* for its strongest advocates thdti fiercest des- 
pots, the most savage and cruel tyrants, and the niost furious ' 
and unrelenting bigots that have ever disgrae«d the earth.* s 
The other has never had any such* votaries, an4 c6uld not / 
have from the natufe of the doctrine itso^. The one teache^' : 
First, 'Either that Grod had a t)ad and cruel ^esigi^ in crea- 
ting man., and that that design will most certauily l>e aocom- 
piished; Ov secondiy^ TJiat He had eC benevolent design*; but 
will nojb'e able to accomplish it Or thirdly^ That He had no 
desigti' whatever. The other • teaches, that (Sod had/ a. gceat 
> S'nd good design in creating maij, and thut Hi^designs cannot 
be frustrated ; for "He doeth his will in th^rmy of Hea^ven, 
and'^among the inhabitsmts of the eafth", and none (»n stay 
Ms hand, or say unto Him, What doeet^Thou 1" * And wh«t 
*jpis soul desireth, even that He doeth," * ■ 
^4 Of one it may be truly s,aid that it were abetter if it should 
prove false than tfue! . Of the other this could not be said 
'With any semblance of truth. The one fosters and cherishes 
the spirit of partiality, cruelty, and retaliation. The other 
inculcates the spirit of universal .love, kindness, and forgive- 
iiess, as its crowping principles. 

The oife sharpens the sting Of death. The other takes 
«M?flry'the sting of death. 

The. one ickijowledges Christ to^e the Saviof only of those 
that believe. The other that tte As l\\e "^«».N\<st ^l ^^ m^-^^ 
f specially of those that believe;^' \iii XYvaX ^\\toV cciXi^^ ^^^- 
^e an '*Gspeclar' Savior, unless he was \Vve^^.x\Q^ ^^'^ ^^^* 
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The one teaches ihst endless sighs and groans shall forever 
ascend from the caverns of horror and the regions of black 
despair. The other teaches ths^ "every creature which is in 
Heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, and such as 
are in the sea, and all that are in them," shall he "heard say- 
ing, Blessing and honor, and glory, and power, be unto Him 
that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb forever and 
forever." 

The one teaches that the Devil shall be king forever, and 
that nine-tenths of all rationed intelligences shall be his sub- 
jects. The other teaches that- the Dfevil and all his works 
shall he destroyed, and that God, who is Love, shall be ^^all 
in all.'* . 

The one runs the line of endfess separation between fami- 
lies and friends, fathers and sons, mothers' and daughters. 
The other teaches that all shall meet again — that the links of 
affection shall again be united in one golden chain, which 
shall bind all hearts in one universal bond of love. 

The one teaches ihat Christ will never be able to accora- 
plish his mission. The other teaches that ''He shall see of 
the travail of kis soul, and shall be satisfied,^' It teaches 
also that Christ shaH reign "until heiiath put all enemies un- 
der his feet," and that "the last enemy, that shall be destroy- 
ed is death." "Then shall come to pass the saying, O death 
where is thy sting; O grave where is thy victory?" Then 
shall all the ransomed of the Lord return and come unto 
heavenly Zion with soflgs and everlasting joys upon their 
heads ; they shall obtain joy and gladness, and sorrow and 
sighing shall flee away. AMEN. .^ 
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